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Dissertation Abstract
An Exploration of the Perceptions of Elementary Principals on the Process and Benefits of
the Principal Evaluation

This qualitative case study investigated the principal evaluation process as
described and experienced by principals and principal evaluators and the feedback provided
in the principal evaluation process. The conceptual framework, VAL-Ed was used because
it is grounded in research literature and is based on leadership standards.

The participants were six elementary principals and three principal evaluators from
each of the three participating districts. This study contradicted earlier research, in finding
principal evaluations are aligned to professional standards and principals report their
evaluation is beneficial. The study found the informal feedback that occurs during the
evaluation process is perceived as more beneficial than the formal document. The study
found principals were often concerned with the blurring of the lines of the evaluator’s role
in the district and the role as evaluator. The study found a need to provide training for
principal evaluators.
Keywords: Principal Evaluations, School Administrator Evaluations, Principal
Evaluation Process, Principal Feedback, Principal Evaluators
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CHAPTER I
THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
Statement of the Problem
The “Race to the Top Fund,” signed by President Obama in February of 2009,
provided a competitive grant program designed to reward and encourage states that are
creating the conditions for improving education innovation and reform (U.S. Department
of Education, 2009). A key element of the Race to the Top reform program is to improve
teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance. Specifically, the plan calls for
designing and implementing rigorous, transparent, and fair evaluation systems for
teachers and principals. These evaluations are to be used to inform decisions regarding
professional development, compensation, promotion, retention, and tenure (U.S.
Department of Education, 2009).
In an interview with the Director of the National Association of Elementary School
Principals (NAESP), the U.S. Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan expressed concern
that many principal evaluations do not help principals to learn and grow (Connelly &
Duncan, 2010). Secretary Duncan indicated that there is much work to be done to
improve principal evaluations and to assure that this process provides support,
encouragement, and suggestions for improvement for principals. The Education
Secretary believes improvement in principal evaluations will result in support for
children and the education system (Connelly & Duncan, 2010). Education has been
slower than many other fields in developing and adopting well-crafted and reliable ways
to assess the performance of its leaders (The Wallace Foundation, 2009, p.1). Secretary
Duncan’s statements are consistent with the research, which has revealed that even when
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the Education Code and district policies mandate principal evaluations, it is still left to
districts to interpret and design the evaluation process (Goldring, Huff, Spillane &
Barnes, 2009). Few principal evaluations are aligned to professional standards and
rigorously tested for reliability and consistency (Condon & Clifford, 2009; Kimball,
Milanowski & McKinney, 2009). Principals typically do not find the process beneficial
(Kempher & Robb-Cooper, 2002), as most evaluations are not aligned to leadership
aimed at improving student achievement (Catano & Stronge, 2006). Very little is known
about how principals are evaluated, the outcomes of the evaluations, or the quality of the
evaluations (Ginsberg & Berry, 1990).
Policy makers are pushing for effective evaluation systems and leveraging funding to
entice states and districts into compliance. For instance, the Race to the Top Fund
allocates $4.35 Billion to be distributed to states who comply with the reform efforts
being touted, including the essential reform of teacher and principal evaluation systems
(U.S. Department of Education, 2009). While there is a political push for these efforts,
there is very little research on this topic (Murphy, Elliott & Goldring, 2006). A search
conducted on January 11, 2011 of the Education Resources Information Center (ERIC)
yielded only 25 responses for peer-reviewed articles on the inquiry for “principal
evaluation.” This indicates an obvious gap in the research for principal evaluations.
In a conversation with Gail Connelly, the Director of the National Association of
Elementary School Principals (NAESP), U. S. Education Secretary Duncan encouraged
reformers to look for local examples of successful principal evaluations (Connelly &
Duncan, 2010), although relatively few exemplary examples have been brought forward.
In a letter written to Secretary Duncan in September of 2010, from Executive Director

3
Gene Wilhoit, of the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), on behalf of the
state education chiefs in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, the Department of
Defense Education Activity, and five U.S. extra-state jurisdictions; Wilhoit wrote the
following statements as commentary to the Race to The Top Fund’s requirement that
states reform teacher and principal evaluation systems in order to be eligible for the
funds.
CCSSO strongly agrees that increasing the number and percentage of effective
teachers and principals must be a high priority. The nation must invest heavily in
improving teachers and leaders. We urge the Department, however, to ensure that the
Notice’s definitions of “effective principal” and “effective teacher” do not
inadvertently limit innovative state and local approaches to evaluating and supporting
teachers and leaders. Significantly improved systems of evaluation and support are
needed, but given the limited evidence currently available about what systems and
structures work best, we caution the Department to move slowly in this area, so that a
range of approaches can be developed, implemented, and refined.
(www.ccsso.org/Documents/2010/News).

There is a need to research current practices in principal evaluations and the
performance measurements used. It is important to understand whether the evaluation
structure is based on professional educational leadership standards or some other set of
guidelines. This research intended to contribute to the knowledge base regarding the
elements of principal evaluations by examining current school district practices in
Northern California.
Background and Need for the Study
A comprehensive review of the research on school leadership found that the
quality of the principal alone accounts for 25% of a school’s impact on student learning
(Marzano, Waters & McNulty, 2005). In spite of this critical role, we continue to have an
evaluation system of principals that is largely considered ineffective by those being
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evaluated (Ginsberg & Berry, 1990). Principals play a critical role in student learning,
but they are evaluated almost as an afterthought (Rutherham, 2010). According to
researchers, Fenton et al, (2010) most principal evaluation systems tend to focus too
much on the wrong things, lack clear performance standards, and lack rigor in both their
design and attention to implementation. This important feedback mechanism is often
based upon folklore, traditions, and longstanding practices within the organization. The
home recipe style of evaluations demonstrates the lack of valid and reliable instruments;
rather, the evaluations are developed and based on personal opinions and local practice,
not on research findings and these evaluations are often subjective and methodologically
flawed (Ginsberg & Berry, 1990).
In an attempt to provide essential principles to guide the role of school leadership,
representatives from states and national professional associations collaborated to create
the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards for School
Leaders. The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) published the ISLLC
Standards in 1996, as shown in Appendix B1. The number of states using the ISLLC
standards as a basis for designing their own leadership standards increased to over 80% in
the decade following the creation of the ISLLC (1996) standards (Fenton, et al., 2010).
In 2001, representatives from the California School Leadership Academy at
WestEd, Association of California School Administrators (ACSA), California
Commission on Teacher Credentialing, California Department of Education, and
California colleges and universities adapted the ISLLC (1996) into what became the
California Professional Standards for Educational Leadership (CPSEL) (WestEd, 2004),
as noted in Appendix B2.
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In spite of the development of standards for principals, there is little consistency
in the use of these standards in the principal evaluation process. Principal evaluation
systems simply have not been a high priority for most states and local school systems
(Fenton, et al., 2010). With the introduction of the Race to the Top funds and other
policy pressures requiring effective principal evaluations (U.S. Department of Education,
2009), there is a need for greater understanding of the principal evaluation process as
defined and experienced by the evaluator and those principals being evaluated. The
ineffectiveness of principal evaluations (Kempher & Robb-Cooper, 2002) is clearly a
noteworthy gap in our educational system. As policy makers and educators strive to
attain accountability and assure effective evaluation systems for educators, the process
must start with our school site leaders. This study sought to offer additional insight to
educational leaders and policy makers regarding the process of evaluating principals.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study was to examine the principal evaluation process in three
public school districts in Northern California. Specifically, the study explored the
experience of the principal evaluation process from the perspectives of the participating
elementary school principals. In addition, this study investigated the process of the
evaluation from the perspective of the evaluator, with specific attention to the
implementation process of the evaluation, performance measurements used for the
evaluation, and the feedback provided to principals.
This research study sought to inform policy makers and education practitioners of
current principal evaluation systems by seeking to understand the evaluation process as
experienced by the principal and the principal evaluator. The data gathered supported the
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researcher’s understanding of actual principal evaluation processes and practices, which
was examined using the conceptual framework developed by Goldring, Porter, Murphy,
Elliott and Cravens (2009).
Research Questions
1. How is the principal evaluation process conducted as described and experienced by
elementary principals in a Northern California School district?
2. How is the principal evaluation process conducted as described and experienced by
principal evaluators in a Northern California school district?
3. How does the evaluation process provide performance feedback for the principal?
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework for this study was based on the leadership assessment
instrument developed by Goldring, et al. (2009) as illustrated in Figure 1. This
framework focuses on the assessment of leadership job performance, both the behaviors
and practices of leaders. While this framework assessed principals and leadership teams
effectiveness in exercising the preferred behaviors and practices resulting in desired
outcomes, this study used the model exclusively to examine principal evaluation systems.
This framework was chosen because it acknowledges the complexity of the role of the
school principal, includes contextual factors, and assesses the effectiveness of the
principal on outcomes, or value-added, such as student achievement. The framework,
which is based on empirical research, attempts to capture the general aspects of how
education leaders should be assessed. It consists of the major constructs that focus on
leadership behaviors that lead to school performance and ultimately to student success
(Goldring, et al., 2009, p. 6).
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Figure 1 Model for Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-Ed)

This framework was developed to establish a conceptual model for leadership
assessment in the United States (Goldring, et al., 2009). The Vanderbilt Assessment of
Leadership in Education (VAL-Ed) focuses on the assessment of leadership job
performance, both leadership behaviors and practices. The VAL-Ed is grounded in
research literature, is based on standards and is different from current leadership
evaluation frameworks being used throughout the nation. The model is anchored and
aligned with the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards.
The core components refer to the characteristics that support the learning of students.
Figure 1 illustrates the following: the principal brings specific attributes into the
role of school principal, as shown in the yellow boxes, he or she then engages in
leadership behaviors through effective processes and essential components as shown in
the lavender box and these leadership behaviors influence the school performance and
support teachers, students and the community to engage in the core components of
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schooling as shown in the blue box to obtain the outcomes of student achievement as
illustrated in the orange box. All of these are influenced by contextual factors as shown
in the green box.
The yellow boxes of Figure 1, knowledge and skills, personal characteristics, and
values and beliefs are the specific inputs of the individual. Knowledge and skills would
be those previous experiences of the principal, for instance the instructional background
or previous job experiences. For instance, a principal who had previously worked as a
curriculum coordinator for the school district would have different knowledge and skills
than a principal who had experience as an assistant principal. Personal characteristics
could be the principal’s personality style, such as being extraverted or introverted,
analytical or reactionary. The values and beliefs are the ideologies of the principal, for
instance the belief that all children can learn or valuing others by including subordinates
in decision processes (Murphy, et al., 2006).
The green box at the bottom of Figure 1 considers another type of input. Rather
than the individual characteristics of the yellow boxes, this demonstrates the specific
contextual factors, which include the experience of the principal as well as the specific
demographics of the school. The consideration of context is an important benefit of this
model for principal evaluations.
The lavender box of Figure 1 illustrates the leadership behaviors the principal
engages in. This is accomplished by combining the core components, also known as
“what” the principal does with the six key processes, known as “how” the principal
accomplishes the desired implementation of the core components. The leadership
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behaviors result from doing the right things in the right way to influence school
performance and to ultimately impact student success.
These leadership behaviors involve the principal establishing high expectations
for student learning; assuring rigorous curriculum; guaranteeing quality instruction;
establishing a culture of learning and professional behavior; creating connections to
external communities; and maintaining systemic performance accountability. As
previously noted, the model was developed to assess school principals and leadership
teams, but this study will use the model as it applies to school principals.
In addition to the core components, the VAL-Ed framework entails six key
leadership processes, also known as “how” the principal influences the organization to
obtain the desired outcomes of improved student learning. The researchers of this
framework established the key processes as the interconnectedness of planning,
implementing, supporting, advocating, communicating and monitoring.
The essential process of planning is defined as “articulating shared direction and
coherent policies, practices, and procedures for realizing high standards of student
performance” (Goldring, et al., 2009, p. 15). Planning supports principals’ ability to
focus on and engage in the core behaviors previously discussed. Once the principal has
planned for the critical elements, they must actually implement the planned activities.
Implementation results when principals take the initiative to actually execute the critical
components, such as getting the staff to implement a rigorous curriculum and a systemic
assessment and accountability procedure. Another key process is supporting, which is
done by ensuring the resources necessary to achieve the core components are accessible
and used effectively (p. 16). Advocating is an essential process as the principal seeks to
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assure the instruction is afforded to all students by establishing policies and practices that
honor and respect diversity. For instance, assuring special needs students receive content
rich instruction, or adopting a school policy that assures all students have access to
gateway coursework, such as algebra.
Effective communication is another important aspect of the key leadership
processes. Communication is essential to “developing a culture of learning and
professional behavior” (Goldring, et al., 2009, p. 18). A final process is to assure that
what has been planned and implemented is actually working. Monitoring is an important
process, as the principal should continually assess whether or not the school is achieving
the stated goals. The interconnectedness of the essential behaviors and key processes is
evident as monitoring is necessary to maintain systematic performance accountability.
The blue box of Figure 1 demonstrates the principal’s influence on the school to
support the learning of all students and to enhance the ability of teachers to teach
(Murphy, et al., 2006). These influences are establishing high standards of performance,
assuring rigorous curriculum, and quality instruction, providing a culture of learning and
professional behavior as well as establishing connections to external conditions and
having systemic performance accountability (Goldring, et al., 2009).
The establishment of high expectations for student learning means the principal
articulates clear and public standards and expectations for learning for all students, not
just for high performing students. “Rigorous curriculum is defined as ambitious
academic content provided to all students in core academic subjects” (Goldring, et al.,
2009, p. 9). The principal guarantees quality instruction by assuring effective pedagogy
is practiced by all teachers in the school. For instance, in elementary schools, effective
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teachers provide the metacognitive strategies students need to understand the material (p.
10). Establishing a culture of learning and professional behavior “is leadership that
ensures there are integrated communities of professional practice in the service of student
academic and social learning” (Goldring, et al., 2009, p.11). The collaborative culture is
demonstrated by having shared goals and values, a focus on student learning, sharing best
practices and having reflective dialogue (p. 11). Another essential behavior of principals
is the ability to link families and other people, agencies and institutions to the school
community in ways that will advance students’ academic and social learning (p. 12). A
final core component for school principal behaviors is the leader’s ability to incorporate
internal and external accountability systems through frequent reference to and the use of
established criteria in meetings, classroom observations, discussion of curriculum and
other areas of interaction with school staff. Having these elements are at the core of
standards-based reform as articulated in the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation
(Goldring, et al., 2009).
The principal’s influence on school performance will ultimately influence the
academic and social learning of students. These outcomes, also known as value added, as
illustrated in the orange box in Figure 1 influence student achievement, attendance and
graduation and college enrollment. This model demonstrates the influence the school
principal has on teaching and learning, which accounts for 25% of the influence on
student learning (Marzano, et al., 2005).
The VAL-Ed framework is aligned with the ISLLC standards, which were
developed by the National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA), under
the leadership of its then-Corporate Secretary, Scott Thomson, in 1994 to develop
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standards to anchor the profession of educational leadership as it headed into the 21st
century. At its foundation, ISLLC was comprised of 24 states, most of the members of
the NPBEA, and other key stakeholder groups, such as the National Alliance of Business,
with an interest in the health of leadership in America’s schools and school districts
(Murphy, 2003).
ISSLC standard 1 refers to a vision of learning, this framework connects the core
component of high standards for student performance and the key processes of planning,
implementing, supporting, advocating, communicating and monitoring. An example of
standard 1 in practice as assessed by this framework would be the principal “develops
rigorous growth targets in learning for all students and allocates school resources
primarily toward reaching academic and social learning goals” (Goldring, 2009, p. 22).
ISLLC Standard 2 refers to the school culture and teaching and learning. An
example of the core components and key processes of this standard is illustrated by, the
principal “provides teachers with time to work on developing and strengthening the
curricular program, observes each teacher’s instructional practices routinely to provide
feedback and develops a culture of shared responsibility for the social and academic
learning of students” (Goldring, 2009, p. 22).
Goldring et al. (2009) states, the principal’s management of the school to support
learning is at the center of standard 3, the core components and key processes required to
do this would be, the principal “secures and allocates resources to build a culture focused
on student learning and implements a learning environment in which all students are
known and cared for and secures and allocates resources to build a culture focused on
student learning” (p. 23).
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The role of leadership fostering relationships between the school and the broader
community is ISLLC standard 4, the core components and key processes of this would
include, the principal “builds relationships with individuals and groups in the community
to promote high standards of academic and social learning, allocates resources to build
family and community partnerships that advance student learning and challenges the
community to meet the needs of children at risk” (p. 23).
Standard 5 consists of integrity, fairness and ethics, the core components and key
processes of this standard would be, the principal “advocates that leaders are accountable
for meeting the needs of diverse students in acquiring academic and social learning,
advocates a culture of learning that respects diversity of students, encourages a culture of
respect and fairness for students and discusses standards of professional behavior with
faculty” (p. 23).
ISLLC standard 6 encompasses the political, social, economic, legal and cultural
context of learning, the core components and key process of this would be, the principal
“promotes mechanisms for reaching families who are least comfortable at school,
communicates goals, needs, and accomplishments with leaders in the community, and
advocates for social services needed by students and families” (p. 23).
The conceptual framework is grounded in research of effective principal
behaviors and processes that will bring about improved student achievement. It is
anchored in and aligned with the ISLLC standards. The developers of this framework
aligned the VAL-Ed to the ISLLC standards because of the wide acceptance of the
standards of educators and policy designers. Over 40 states, all members of the National
Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA) and thousands of school districts

14
throughout the nation use some form of the standards (Goldring, et al., 2009). The VALEd conceptual framework will be used as a lens for understanding the actual practices of
the participating principal and evaluators in the research study. The researcher sought to
understand which elements of the research based VAL-Ed, were present in the evaluation
process of the participating Northern California school districts.
Significance of the Study
This study made a contribution to the limited literature regarding principal
evaluations. In particular, limited research exists on this topic since the introduction of
the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, which created a sense of urgency for improving
student learning in the United States (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). With over
six million students enrolled in kindergarten through twelfth grade, California has more
public school students than any other state (Ed-Data, 2011); therefore, it is essential that
we understand the principal evaluation process in the state where the largest number of
students is educated. This study focused specifically on districts in Northern California
and sought to address the lack of research regarding principal evaluations, specifically in
California.
Understanding the actual process and systems used contributed to the current
literature and sought to provide additional understanding of the principal evaluation
process. There are political factors urging the improvement of principal evaluation
systems as well. According to U.S. Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan
All of us want really good, honest, comprehensive feedback as to how we’re
doing in our jobs. In far too many places, principal evaluation doesn’t help
principals learn and grow. There are examples of success, and we need to learn
from them, but this should always be determined at the local level. When
evaluations don’t work for adults, they definitely don’t work for children or the
education system. We need to be willing to challenge the status quo and learn
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where we have those examples of success. This is an area where we have a lot of
work to do together (Connelly & Duncan, 2010).
The purpose of this study was to examine specific practices in Northern California
school districts and to seek to understand the current processes and experiences of
principals and principal evaluators. This research intended to inform policy makers and
educational practitioners of current evaluation practices in light of the standards aligned
VAL-Ed conceptual framework. This study contributed to the need for research on this
topic and it may contribute to examples of success at the local level. This study
contributed to the body of literature and will inform principal evaluation practices.
This case study provided local examples of effective aspects of principal
evaluation systems, an area that U.S. Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan expressed,
“this is an area where we have lots of work to do together” (Connelly & Duncan, 2010).
Some positive trends are noted in this study, specifically, all of participants in the study
reported their principal evaluations being aligned to the California Professional Standards
for Educational Leaders (CAPSEL). This study also demonstrated the perceived benefit
of the process, with all principals reporting benefit from the principal evaluation process.
This study also demonstrated perceived benefit with the use of outcome data such as
student achievement and attendance data. There is still much work to be done in this area
of research and this study has provided an important contribution to the body of research
and provides additional insight to local, state and national education leaders and policy
makers.
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Definition of Terms
The researcher has provided the following terms as used in this research study:
•

Documents – reference materials and paperwork used in the evaluation process,
such as principal handbooks and training materials, evaluation templates, board
policies, and other items used in the principal evaluation.

•

Evaluation – the formal process conducted to provide the principal information
about his or her job performance. It is typically a written document provided to
the principal annually to provide information to the principal regarding his or her
current performance in specific selected areas and to provide information about
areas needing improvement.

•

Evaluation process – all components of a system by which principals are
evaluated, including the underlying standards upon which judgments are made,
the instruments used to assess performance, and other related tools and processes
(Fenton, et al., 2010)

•

Feedback – written and oral information provided to the principal regarding areas
in which he or she is being effective as well as areas needing additional attention.

•

Leadership standards – there are two major professional standards used and
referenced, the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC)
standards, as shown in Appendix B1; and those adapted for California, the
California Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (CAPSEL) in
Appendix B2.
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•

Performance measurement – those identified elements used to evaluate the
principal’s performance. Examples of performance measurement used are:
student achievement, attendance and suspensions.

•

Principal – the credentialed administrator in charge of the day-to-day operations
of the school.

•

Principal evaluator – the individual responsible for conducting the evaluations of
school principals, typically the Superintendent or Assistant Superintendent of the
school district.

•

Strategic Plan – A document designed by district leadership to reflect
stakeholders’ voice and needs in the development of system goals; provide
indicators and measures to track and report progress on goal attainment; set long
and short term targets for continuous improvement; provide clear direction to
align Board, district, site, administrative and staff evaluation goals; provide timely
feedback to stakeholders regarding growth and progress.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
Research has revealed that even when the Education Code and district policies
mandate principal evaluations, it is still left to districts to interpret and design the
evaluation process (Goldring, Huff, Spillane & Barnes, 2009). Few principal evaluations
are aligned to professional standards and rigorously tested for reliability and consistency
(Condon & Clifford, 2009; Kimball, Milanowski & McKinney, 2009). Principals
typically do not find the process beneficial (Kempher & Robb-Cooper, 2002). As most
evaluations are not aligned to leadership aimed at improving student achievement
(Catano & Stronge, 2006). Very little is known about how principals are evaluated, the
outcomes of the evaluations, or the quality of the evaluations (Ginsberg & Berry, 1990).
This review of the literature was designed to provide the reader with pertinent
background information about the theories and studies on school principal evaluation
systems, procedures and perceptions. Specifically regarding the purpose of principal
evaluations; the process and implementation of principal evaluations; the feedback
provided through the principal evaluation; performance measurements and evidence used
to inform the principal evaluation; and the inclusion of professional standards in the
evaluation process. This research study sought to understand the evaluation process as
reported by the participating elementary principals and principal evaluators in order to
understand the actual experience of these participants and to determine whether the
participating principals’ experience was consistent with the literature of effective and
helpful evaluations or ineffective and bureaucratic processes.
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Purpose of Principal Evaluations
When examining a process, it is important to first understand the purpose for
which the process was developed. A focal element of researching the principal
evaluation process is to understand the purpose of the principal evaluation as stated in the
literature.
The overall purpose of principal evaluations is to provide a basis for sound
decision-making and increased effectiveness. However, the methods used by many
districts are not designed to improve principal performance, but simply intended to
satisfy accountability requirements of mandatory principal evaluations. In many
jurisdictions, the primary purpose of the evaluation of principals is to fulfill the annual
requirement from school boards. Until recently, the primary focus of principal
evaluations was conformity, loyalty, and physical appearance, with minimal attention
provided to reaching specified performance standards or organizational results (Hart,
1994; Thomas, Holdaway & Ward, 2000).
Green (2004) established that formal evaluation of principals must be for a
specific purpose, with the typical reasons for conducting principal evaluations being to
assess the attainment of institutional goals; help with the improvement of professional
performance; provide data for personnel decisions; improve the effectiveness of an
administrative team; provide data for reassignment or retraining; and to conduct research
on administrator effectiveness. The Wallace Foundation (2009) has funded researchers to
study ways to strengthen education leadership aimed at improving student learning.
These researchers found that the essence of the principal evaluation process is to create a
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climate of continuous learning and improvement throughout the organization. In this age
of accountability, school districts must assure student achievement.
According to Stine (2001), the principal evaluators, often the superintendent;
needs a system to make the appropriate decisions of continued employment, promotion,
reassignment, or termination and to provide a diagnostic tool for identifying strengths and
areas for improvement in the employee. According to Kearney (2005), district
supervisors should use both the formative and summative function of principal
evaluations to develop professional growth plans, goals and objectives.
Although researchers indicate that an important aspect of the evaluation process is
to provide guidance for professional development, it does not necessarily provide that
desired outcome. In the Davis and Hensley (1999) study of 14 principals and six
superintendents from Northern California, principals reported that formal evaluations
were not helpful in shaping or directing their professional development or in promoting
school effectiveness, because principals did not trust the motives or intentions of district
office evaluators. Yavuz (2010) found similar results in a study of elementary principals
conducted in Turkey. The principals reported not knowing what was actually expected of
them and half of the primary principals interviewed did not think their supervisors could
objectively evaluate them.
A nationwide study found that even though principals agreed their evaluations
were generally positive, accurate and consistent with job expectations fewer found it
relevant to enhancing their motivation and improving their performance (Reeves, 2005).
Principals reported a belief that the evaluation processes were inconsistently carried out
and did not include contextual and comprehensive information from teachers, parents and
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students. Another insight shared by the participating principals was the little time
evaluators actually spent on the campus directly observing their leadership behaviors
(Davis & Hensley, 1999).
The researchers funded by a grant from the Wallace Foundation (2009) contend,
the federal No Child Left Behind Law have shifted the role of the principal to focus much
more on leading the essential teaching and learning activities in their schools. Principals
serve a vital role in supporting student achievement, because leadership is second only to
teaching among school-based factors in influencing students’ learning (Leithwood, Louis,
Anderson & Wahlstrom, 2004). The evaluation process used by district officials can
support the need to focus on teaching and learning. Researchers found school principals
were more likely to engage in learner-centered leadership behaviors when school districts
used evaluation processes to hold principals accountable for important school and district
goals; focus on the principal’s knowledge, skills and behavior; emphasize goal setting,
curriculum design, teacher professional development and evaluation and monitoring
student achievement (Sun & Youngs, 2009).
Researchers have noted many challenges in principal evaluations achieving the
intended purpose and benefit. The principal evaluation is often seen as a one-time form to
be completed rather than an ongoing process aimed at continuous improvement (Green,
2004; The Wallace Foundation, 2009). Ginsberg and Thompson (1992) found
appropriate means of evaluating principals is difficult because the complex job is not
agreeable to simple characteristics or descriptions, the nature of the principal’s work
varies considerably and there are varying expectations for principals’ behavior from the
various stakeholders. Additional challenges were noted by Leithwood’s (1986) research
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of 800 principals in Ontario, Canada. The study revealed problems in principal
evaluations resulted because the policies lacked detail regarding the evaluation process,
the standards of performance were not well publicized and therefore not clearly
understood, and finally the practices outlined were not always the practices actually
implemented (Leithwood, 1986; Thomas, et al., 2000).
Research indicates a disparity between the perceptions of principals being
evaluated and those of their evaluators (Fletcher & McInerney 1985; Sun & Youngs,
2009). In a study by Harrison and Peterson (1986), surveys were conducted with 200
principals and 142 superintendents in a Southern state to compare the perceptions about
how the components of a state mandated principal evaluation system were implemented.
The researchers found five critical pitfalls in the perceptions of principals and
superintendents regarding the evaluation of principals. The first was the variance in the
perceptions of superintendents’ favorable perception of the evaluation compared to the
principals’ perception of the evaluation processes. The second pitfall was the finding that
principals were much less clear on the processes and procedures used by their evaluators
than were the superintendents. The third problem was the widely held divergent views
about the purposes and priorities of the principal evaluation. Superintendents perceived
the instructional leadership practices to be central to the evaluation and principals
perceived operational management functions as being most critical. The fourth problem
was the variance in perception of the influence of community opinions, principals
believed that community opinions formed the basis of their evaluations and that
measurable performance standards were far less important. The final pitfall found was
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that principals were more likely to report weak communication with their superintendent
regarding the purposes, process and outcomes of the evaluations.
Another example of the disparity of perceptions between evaluators and principals
is found in the study conducted by Fletcher and McInerney (1995). The researchers
conducted a content analysis study of the principal evaluation instruments used by all
public school superintendents in Indiana with five or more principals. The findings
revealed differences between the 21 principal performance domains that superintendents
considered important and the content of the actual principal evaluation instruments used.
The National Policy Board established these domains for Educational Administration in
1993. Over 90 percent of the superintendents gave the highest rating to the domains of
leadership, instructional programs, motivating others, and judgment. However, when the
content of the instruments actually used by these superintendents was examined, it was
revealed that the reported areas most valued were not those areas actually evaluated
(1995). The research suggests inconsistency between the stated purpose of the evaluation
and the actual implementation of the process.
The literature revealed the purpose of the principal evaluation is to: assess the
attainment of institutional goals, such as student learning; improve principals’
performance; assure continual improvement; identify strengths and weaknesses; inform
professional development; and staffing decisions of retention and promotion.
Unfortunately, the literature demonstrated the purpose was not necessarily achieved, as
principals reported not knowing what was actually expected of them, and the process was
often perceived to satisfy accountability requirements rather than to inform and improve
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principals’ performance. The literature also revealed disparity between the evaluations as
experienced by the principal compared to the purpose stated by the principal evaluator.
This literature will inform the researcher as the study seeks to understand the
evaluation as reported by the participating principals and evaluators, specifically the
stated purpose and experiences of the participants.
Evaluation Process and Implementation
In examining principal evaluations, it is important to understand the literature
regarding the principal evaluation process and implementation. Generally, principals are
evaluated annually, in a study of medium and large public school districts with
enrollment exceeding 10,000 students, over 75 percent of the responding 193
superintendents reported conducting annual evaluations (Kimball, Heneman &
Milanowski, 2007). An analysis of practices for principal evaluations found a wide range
of models in use with the two most common being the use of a rating scale and
management by objectives (Green, 2004, p. 21).
Three types of evaluations were identified in a study of 17 districts in California,
checklists, narrative and measurement against a set of predetermined goals (Lashway,
2003). Harrison and Peterson (1986) identified three stages of an effective evaluation
process: setting criteria, sampling performance and communicating results to the
principal regarding their continued growth. Anderson (1991) listed nine steps which
school systems should use to identify effective evaluation practices: (1) identify the
purposes for evaluation, (2) develop clear performance expectations, (3) involve
principals in planning, (4) encourage goal-setting and self-reflection, (5) observe
principals in action often, (6) involve peers and teachers in providing feedback, (7)
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collect artifacts, (8) adopt a cyclical approach to evaluation, (9) reward outstanding
performance.
An extensive study was conducted by reviewing the principal evaluation
documents of 68 urban school districts in 43 states as part of the Wallace Foundation’s
State Action for Educational Leadership Project (SAELP) by researchers Goldring,
Cravens, Murphy, Porter, Elliott and Carson (2009) to determine how urban districts
conducted and implemented principal evaluations. The researchers concluded that the
critical behaviors performed by principals to influence student achievement were not
emphasized in the evaluation instruments. Goldring et al. (2009b) determined that nearly
half of the evaluation protocols were not directly aligned with professional standards;
rather the majority of the evaluation protocols were based on rating scales. A major
concern resulted from the finding that factors relating to the principal’s role in fostering a
rigorous curriculum, high quality instruction, or connections with external communities
received the least amount of attention in the school district evaluation documents
(2009b).
Rating scales usually involve the school district developing a form of the adopted
list of expectations; this form is then completed by the principal’s evaluator and provided
to the principal. Principals receiving an evaluation from a rating scale do not find the
evaluation helpful for improving their performance (Green, 2004, p. 22). Management
by objectives involves the principal and the evaluator setting measurable goals at the
beginning of the evaluation period. An advantage of management by objectives is the
removal of subjectivity from the evaluation, for instance if the objective was to increase
Language Arts achievement for the school by five percentage points, the principal would
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be evaluated on reaching or not reaching the defined goals. According to the researcher,
a disadvantage of this type of evaluation system may lead to the principal focusing on
short-term goals rather than on important long-term goals (p. 23). Less frequently used
evaluation instruments are the 360-degree evaluation and assessment centers. The 360degree evaluation gathers input from various stakeholders in the school system. District
administrators, other principals in the district, parents, students, and community members
are the most common sources of input (p. 27). Assessment centers are another type of
principal evaluation. These simulations attempt to assess the principals’ ability to
manage simulated school leadership activities. This process is used to determine a
principal’s strength and to identify particular areas of needed improvement. This type of
evaluation would not necessarily assess the actual performance of the principal in his or
her own school; rather it would just grade their performance on simulated activities (p.
30).
The literature on the implementation of principal evaluations demonstrated a wide
range of models in use across school districts with the two most common types being
rating scales and management by objectives. Rating scales were not deemed useful for
improving practice by principals. Check lists and narrative evaluations were often used
to assess progress towards predetermined goals and a noted advantage of management by
objectives was the removal of the subjective aspect of the evaluation. Other instruments
used were 360-degree evaluations and assessment centers, but these were used much less
frequently than the two most common types of evaluations. The literature on the
implementation of principal evaluations will inform the research study as the researcher
seeks to understand the implementation used by participating districts in this study.
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Feedback Aspects of the Evaluation Process
In order for the principal evaluation to attain the purpose of improving principals’
leadership practices, the principal being evaluated must be afforded effective information
aimed at informing the principal of areas in which he or she is being effective as well as
areas needing additional attention. The evaluation process is expected to provide the
principal with information of ways in which he or she can improve upon skills, attitudes
and knowledge (Thomas, et al., 2000). The ultimate goal in evaluation is to translate
performance data into performance knowledge and meaning that can be effectively and
successfully acted upon (Harbour, 2009).
Principal evaluations can serve as a powerful communication tool for informing
the principal of areas of continued growth and improvement by identifying gaps between
the current practices and the desired outcomes. It allows the opportunity to focus the
principal on those behaviors that are associated with student learning (Goldring, et al.,
2008). Principals will grow professionally when they personally reflect on their
leadership and therefore, their evaluation should be the impetus for this reflection.
Principal evaluations should provide continuous feedback that is essential for ongoing
professional growth (Green, 2004, p. 46).
Performance information should be provided in a timely manner as it is of little
value if it is delivered too late (Harbour, 2009). A goal of the evaluation process is to
provide timely and effective feedback. However principals report their evaluations lack
the specificity to indicate what behaviors should be changed and the feedback provided
was not useful and the criteria used for the evaluation was often unclear (Reeves, 2005).
A review of assessment instruments used in 44 districts and states found that nearly half
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fail to give principals clear feedback on what they could be doing more or better to
improve teaching and learning (The Wallace Foundation, 2009). An additional concern
revealed in the research was the finding that principals perceive their evaluations to be
based on the subjective feelings of the evaluator rather than by measurable performance
indicators (Reeves, 2005).
Ideally, the evaluation provides information about the principal’s strengths and
weaknesses that will be useful and applicable to a variety of purposes across varied
contexts. The evaluation should be flexible enough to consider variation in career stages,
a novice principal has different needs from a veteran principal and each requires feedback
to further his or her skills. Therefore, the content, timeliness and assisted support should
match the difference in needs between a novice and veteran principal (The Wallace
Foundation, 2009).
A study of 76 principals was conducted in a large Western school district to
examine principals’ perceptions of the quality of feedback, usefulness, fairness and
overall satisfaction in the evaluation process. Half of the principals received the
traditional district evaluation and the other half received a new standards-based
evaluation. Kimball, Milanowski and McKinney (2009) found the standards based
evaluation provided better feedback and satisfaction for the principals than the traditional
evaluation.
The literature confirmed the principal evaluation is to translate data into
performance knowledge that can then be acted upon. Information provided on the
evaluation can serve to inform the principal of areas of continued growth and
improvement. However, some literature revealed principals did not find the information
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provided to be useful for informing them of how to improve their practice. Evaluations
aligned to standards were found to provide better feedback and satisfaction for principals
than those not aligned to standards. These findings will inform the study as the
researcher will examine documents and interview content to determine the type of
feedback provided for principals participating in the study. The feedback provided
through the evaluation process would be contingent on the performance measurement
used to assess the principal’s performance.
Performance Measurement and Evidence Used in the Principal Evaluation
An important aspect of the principal evaluation would be to determine the
elements of performance to be used to assess the principal’s effectiveness. “An
evaluation is a judgment of worth or value that ideally should be based on some set of
quantitative performance measures” (Harbour, 2009, p. 8). The essential aspect of
successful performance measurement is to collect only those performance measures that
can and actually will be used to help us better understand, manage and improve
performance (p. 13). The evaluation of principals must be grounded in what we know
about the qualities of effective principals (Green, 2004, p. 9).
High quality assessments measure what they are designed to measure, are consistently
applied and tested for fairness, are a continual process for professional growth and
development, are based on evidence from multiple sources, reinforce the
organization’s core goals, provide actionable feedback on the essential aspects of the
leader’s role and they support a culture of continuous growth and improvement (The
Wallace Foundation, 2009, p. 2).

Measurements of performance should be about four to six interrelated measures of key
aspects of performance, which represent the critical aspects of the job (Green, 2004, p.
38). According to Green, one of the first challenges for effectively evaluating principals
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is to “determine what matters: style or substance” (2004, p. 3). Valentine (1987)
recommends data sources for principal evaluation be derived from student attendance
records, test scores, committee reports, newsletters, clippings and time logs. He also
recommended shadowing the principal and soliciting information from staff students and
parents. There is an extensive list of possible data to be used, but it should be limited to
those items most relevant to the particular school’s goals (Stine, 2001).
Stine’s (2001) analysis of 17 school districts in California revealed the use of
three standard formats for principal evaluations, free form, check lists and management
by objectives. Basic criteria suggested for evaluating principals was clustered into three
groups of (1) planning and instruction, (2) personnel, motivation and conflict
management, and (3) outside contacts. Stine noted these assessments often lacked any
professional improvement plan for the principal. Thomas et al. (2000) analyzed relevant
research and determined principal evaluations are based on the following aspects: (1)
results; (2) valid job descriptions; (3) personal qualities; and (4) research findings related
to role behaviors that improve school performance. A results based, also termed an
outcomes based evaluation assesses and sometimes compensates principals based on the
extent to which they achieve mutually agreed upon objectives for the year. The
researchers also found basing the principal evaluation on the job description, as
recommended by the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (1988)
depends on valid job descriptions that fit most principals and consider the local context
and individual school priorities.
Lipham, Rankin and Hoeh (1985) observed that questionnaires, checklists,
interviews, observations, scales, videotaping, time sampling and critical incidents all
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attempt to measure performance but these instruments and procedures only measure the
frequency of behavior rather than its potency or quality. Ginsberg and Berry (1990)
noted that personal profiles, dossiers and self-evaluations have also been added to the list
of performance measurement procedures. Lindahl (1986) supported the use of job
description for the evaluation process to provide structure, but the job description alone is
insufficient for the assessment of effectiveness (Stine 2001).
Green (2004) suggested looking at principal evaluations through an organizational
theory model and measure the degree to which principals fulfill the responsibilities of
their jobs, determine the processes they use to perform their work and the skills they need
in order to be successful. According to the researcher, the four responsibilities of the
school principal are:
(1) To ensure that the organization accomplishes it’s mission, (2) to ensure that
the internal systems work as they should so that the organization can be
successful, (3) to help the organization cope and adapt to change, and (4) to
nurture the ethos and traditions that define what is good about the school and what
the school community should preserve. (2004, p. 15)
The four functions that encompass what administrators should implement are to lead,
organize, plan and control. Effective principals guide the subordinate members of the
organization, they create structures for efficient use of resources, they set goals and
establish strategies for reaching goals and they review personnel performance and
monitor organizational progress (Green, 2004, p. 16). The professional skills required for
an effective school principal encompass the three broad categories of technical,
interpersonal and intrapersonal. Some of the technical skills required are: making
decisions, planning projects, managing the budget, scheduling and effectively using
technology. Some interpersonal skills would include effective communication and the
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ability to motivate others. Examples of intrapersonal skills would be self-discipline,
flexible, and the ability to persevere through challenging times of high stress (Green,
2004, p. 17).
With the emphasis on interpersonal skills, it would seem important to acquire
input from the teachers, but that information is not necessarily solicited. In the study of
medium and large public school districts, of the responding 193 superintendents, only 26
percent reported using teacher feedback as part of the evaluation measurement (Kimball,
Heneman & Milanowski, 2007).
According to Goldring et al. (2008), to do their jobs well, principals carry out
multiple responsibilities, both internal and external to the school environment. The
complexity of the principal’s role creates the challenge for identifying the leadership
dimensions that should be assessed (Glasman & Heck, 1992; Hart, 1994; Oyinlade,
2006). Supervisors of school principals use as a criterion for their evaluation the degree
to which principals implement the duties assigned to them. However, the researchers
acknowledged the challenge of determining the degree of implementation because of the
complexity of the many responsibilities required of the role of principal (Yavuz, 2010).
Prior to high stakes testing, principals were evaluated on successful completion of job
tasks and the general responsibilities of the management aspects of their role. These
managerial duties applied to effective supervision of school programs, pupil personnel,
community relations, facilities, student behavior and coordinating professional
development for staff (Goldring et al., 2008).
Principal evaluation systems continue to place the most attention on management and
personal traits, decision-making attributes, and specific leadership behaviors and actions.
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Relatively little attention is given to measuring the impact of principal performance on
school and district outcomes (Ginsberg & Berry, 1990; Portin, 2006). However, the most
critical change in expectations of school principals is on what they do to support the
improvement of teaching and learning.
Principals can no longer simply be administrators and managers. They must be
instructional leaders focused on improving student achievement. They must be the
force that creates collaboration and cohesion around school learning goals and the
commitment to achieve those goals (The Wallace Foundation, 2009).
A critical element of principal evaluations should be around the principal’s ability to
develop instructional capacity of others by developing teacher leaders and content experts
(2009).
Olyinlade (2006) developed an evaluation system for assessing school leadership
effectiveness by identifying the essential behavioral leadership qualities. Instead of
looking at task completion, this evaluation process measures the knowledge, skill and
abilities of the principal. According to the researchers of the Wallace Foundation (2009),
a powerful evaluation system maintains focus on the core elements of effective leadership
for learning, but is adaptable to different contextual factors and therefore, principals and
their evaluators may prioritize different leadership actions and behaviors, even if their
student test scores are similar.
In a study of 56 California elementary school principals and 328 teachers that
measured perceptions of a principal’s implementation of 34 role-based administrative
actions, researchers found overall agreement within and between schools regarding
perceptions of the role of the principal. The administrative actions were organized into
three leadership dimensions: governing the school, maintaining a positive school culture
and climate, and organizing and monitoring instructional programs. The study also found
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principals working in effective schools are consistently rated higher on each of the three
leadership dimensions, however the amount of time the principal had worked at the
school was not significantly related to perceptions of his or her effectiveness (Heck &
Marcoulides, 1996).
Performance expectations and indicators identify what effective education leaders
do to promote quality teaching and student learning and describe how leaders approach
their work in ways that are observable and measurable (The Wallace Foundation, 2009).
A meta-analysis conducted by Waters, Marzano and McNulty (2003) identified 21
leadership behaviors and their correlated effect on student learning. The researchers
found there would be a 10-percentile point increase in student test scores resulting from
the work of an average principal if he or she improved the “demonstrated abilities in all
21 responsibilities” by one standard deviation (p. 4).
Measuring the principal’s performance based on desired outcomes, such as
increased student achievement is an essential aspect of the Race to the Top funds (U.S.
Department of Education, 2009), but researchers have expressed concern that this ignores
contextual factors and assumes direct causal relationships between what the principal
does and the outcomes achieved (Heck & Marcoulides, 1996; Goldring et al., 2008).
Five researchers from the University of Minnesota and five researchers from the
University of Toronto conducted a six-year investigation of the links of leadership and
student learning funded by the Wallace Foundation. The research indicates areas of
principal influence that should be considered in measuring performance. One of the key
findings of the research was the importance of collective leadership and its positive effect
on teachers and students. The researchers found that the elements of collective leadership
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had a significant and direct effect on all teacher variables, and resulted in explaining 20
percent of the variation in student achievement (Louis et al., 2010, p. 26).
A performance measurement demonstrated to be ineffective was discovered by
researchers Snyder and Ebmeier (1992) in a study of 30 schools in Kansas and Missouri.
The findings suggested principal evaluations should not be based upon affective student
outcomes such as self-concept, self-reliance, or motivations and should not be based on
parent perceptions of the principal’s effect on school outcomes. The researchers did find
principals should be measured on targeted school specific factors such as teacher hiring,
organizational structures and characteristics, teacher outcomes and teacher perceptions of
school functioning. The goal of any evaluation measurement is to “translate the
information from the evaluation into actionable responses aimed at improving the
performance of the individual and ultimately the organization” (Harbour, 2009, p. 85).
Portfolios are another viable way to measure principals’ performance and are
particularly suited for the evaluation of complex skills and personal attributes. There is
no standard formula for creating a principal portfolio, but generally, it includes personal
reflection from the principal, authentic evidence of successful leadership and a plan for
growth (Green, 2004). A study including 26 principals from various public schools in
Ohio who completed the Portfolio Assessment of School Leaders developed by ISLLC
and the Educational Testing Service (ETS) realized mixed results when examining if the
portfolio practice enhanced leadership practice. Almost half of the participating
principals found the process a useful mechanism for self-reflection, a quarter found the
portfolio process required more work of ambiguous relevance and most did not perceive
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the portfolios as helpful for measuring their leadership practices (Johnston & Thomas,
2005).
Several positive qualities of implementing portfolios for principal evaluations
were determined in a study by Brown, Irby, and Neumeyer (1998). Portfolios were found
to enhance communication between principals and district office supervisors, which was
felt to increase the personalization of the evaluation process. It allowed for documented
evidence of performance, which resulted in increased buy-in from the principals. It was
determined to promote better alignment between the principal, school and district goals
(Marcoux, Brown, Irby & Alecio, 2003).
A drawback to the implementation of portfolio evaluations is the perceived time it
takes for the principal and the evaluator. An additional criticism is the absence of
psychometric analysis, but the portfolios were found to be most useful when they were
structured around specific performance criteria and least useful when they had an openended format (Marcoux, et al., 2003). In a study of 74 urban school districts across 43
states, it was found that only 16 percent include portfolios in their principal evaluations
(Goldring et al., 2009).
Unfortunately, it was concluded that little empirical support exists for any of these
performance measurements being effective (Thomas, 2000). There is not agreement
around what should be assessed in principal evaluations. According to Goldring, et al.,
the content of the evaluation is “a mile wide and an inch deep,” and many aspects of the
role are being evaluated, but almost nothing is being assessed in depth (2009). This
literature will inform the research study, as the researcher will seek to understand the
performance measurements used for the principal evaluation by the participating
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evaluators. The conceptual framework encapsulates the performances to be measured,
which are the essential behaviors and key processes present in effective principals
(Goldring, et al., 2009).
Inclusion of Professional Standards
Aligning the principal evaluation to known and articulated standards allows the
principal to understand the specific aspects to be assessed. This may also prevent
subjectivity and inconsistency in the evaluation. Basing the evaluation on personal
qualities of the principal that are most likely to lead to improvement in academic quality
or overall effectiveness of the school is an option that Thomas et al. (2000), were critical
of, the researchers felt there could not be effective implementation of this type of
evaluation outside of a specific framework. The authors suggested using the standards
established through the work of the U.S. Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium
(ISLLC), which is supported by 30 states, several professional associations and a number
of universities be used to conceptualize and define the role of school leader.
Professional standards provide a credible alternative to using independent, district
developed criteria (Green, 2004). The Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium
(ISLLC), a project of the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) published
Standards for School Leaders in 1996. According to the CCSSO, the use of the ISLLC
standards has steadily increased from 20 states in 1998 to 43 states having adopted or
adapted the ISLLC standards by 2006 (CCSSO, 2008). The extensive use of the ISLLC
standard has caused them to essentially be viewed as the national educational leadership
standards. Researchers, Pitre and Smith (2004) indicated the purpose of using the ISLLC
is to redefine the roles of school administrators through the use of a common set of
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standards which delineate the expected behavioral outcomes produced by school
principals. A concern with using professional standards is the vague and ambiguous
wording that may not explicitly outline what should be measured, monitored and
included in the principal evaluation (Green, 2004; Pitre & Smith, 2004).
An increasing number of districts have aligned their principal evaluation
procedures with professional standards, such as the ISLLC and specified performance
tasks and objectives (Lashway, 2003; Portin, 2006). Increasing numbers of states seem to
be using professional standards as a consistent foundation for principal evaluations, more
than 40 states now use the ISSLC standards or some version of them (The Wallace
Foundation, 2009).
Examination of leader assessment instruments used in 44 urban school systems
found that only 40 percent use some form of state adopted professional standards and
only 25 percent of those use ISLLC standards (Goldring et al., 2008). In the study of
medium and large school public school districts, only 25 percent of the responding 193
superintendents reported their district’s principal evaluation was explicitly aligned with
professional standards (Kimball, Heneman & Milanowski, 2007).
A study of 76 principals from a large school district separated the participants into
two groups, one received the traditional district evaluation and the second group received
a new standards-based approach to evaluation. The researchers wanted to investigate the
perceptions of the two groups regarding the clarity of the district’s performance
expectations, quality of feedback, usefulness, fairness and overall satisfaction. The
results were mixed. Generally, the principals participating with the standards based
evaluation process perceived their evaluation process more favorably on the researched
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factors than the principals participating with the traditional district evaluation process.
Inconsistent levels of implementation procedures and criteria by evaluators substantially
compromised the degree to which the standards-based approach was perceived as helpful
to principals (Kimball, Milanowski, & McKinney, 2009).
A strong relationship was found between principal evaluation practices, state
accreditation standards for principals and the ISLLC standards among the school districts
in Virginia. Of the 132 districts, more than 90 percent reported their evaluation systems
were specifically linked to instructional management. Catano and Stronge (2006)
questioned whether the actual evaluation experienced by Virginia principals included all
of the criteria contained in the districts’ evaluation instruments.
In a study of Washington superintendents, it was found that only 16 percent of the
state’s school districts used the ISLLC standards to frame principal evaluations. Less
than half of the state’s superintendents reported being familiar with the professional
standards and 41 percent reported having no knowledge at all of the existence of the
school leadership standards (Derrington & Sharratt, 2008). The superintendents where
the standards were incorporated reported the standards as a strong indicator of what
principals were expected to do and the standards provided consistency in the evaluation
frameworks used to provide a common language of the evaluation criteria for the
principal being evaluated and for the evaluator. Superintendents using the ISLLC
standards reported appreciating the specificity of the standards and the alignment of the
standards to the ongoing school reform goals and objectives being conducted. The
researchers found superintendents expressed concern regarding the time required to
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evaluate principals based on the ISLLC standards as they contained too many items and
redundant concepts.
An open ended interview approach was used with 13 district evaluators and 14
principals in seven school districts in Santa Barbara County, California to determine if
and how these districts incorporated the standards for personnel evaluation developed by
the Joint Committee on Standards for Personnel Evaluation in 1988. The 21 standards are
organized into four categories, propriety, utility, feasibility and accuracy. Glassman and
Martens (1993) found that the most prominently used category was utility and that each
of the participating districts made widespread use of the 21 standards for personnel
evaluation. The practices most commonly used by districts were constructive
evaluations, practical procedures and interactions with principals being evaluated. The
researchers found a common problem across all seven district’s evaluations was the
failure to provide detail of the actual principal performance in the documented reports.
The literature reviewed supports the use of some sort of professional standards for
the principal evaluation with the ISLLC standards being the most common. This research
study will investigate the inclusion of professional standards in the participating
principals evaluations. Specifically, this research will look for alignment of the principal
evaluation to the California Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (CAPSEL),
which were adapted from the ISLLC standards in 2001 by representatives from the
California School Leadership Academy at WestEd, Association of California School
Administrators, California Commission on Teacher Credentialing, California Department
of Education and California colleges and universities (WestEd, 2004). The alignment to
the ISLLC standards supports the use of the conceptual framework in this research study.
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Specific Principal Evaluation Instruments
The literature review revealed studies of specific principal evaluation instruments.
A study sponsored by the University of Missouri Department of Educational
Administration investigated whether the skills necessary to function effectively as a
principal were included in the Performance-Based Principal Evaluation (PBPE) and to
what degree the evaluation system was being used in Missouri (Valentine & Harting,
1988). The PBPE was a performance and outcomes based evaluation system. Emphasis
was placed on skill performance and goal accomplishment. The instrument stressed the
need to demonstrate detailed administrative skills and the ability to move a school in a
specific positive direction.
One widely used principal assessment tool, The Principal Instructional
Management Rating Scale (PIMRS), developed by Hallinger and Murphy in 1985 and
then updated in 2001 is an instrument designed to assess the instructional management
activities of principals. Specifically, the PIMRS, a 38-question survey, which measures
instructional leadership skills in the three domains of (1) Defining the school mission, (2)
Managing the instructional program, and (3) Promoting a positive instructional climate.
According to the author, it is the single most widely used measure of principal leadership
over the past 30 years (www.philiphallinger.com/pimrs.html). A study of the PIMRS
with ten elementary school principals from a Northern California school district found
that school stakeholders differed in their perceptions about principals’ instructional
management practices. The researchers found principals were actively engaged in the
evaluation and supervision of teachers and the principals used student test results to
inform administrative decisions and interventions (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).
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Multiple statistical methods were used to study the psychometric elements of the
Essential Behavioral Leadership Qualities (ESBLQ) assessment process. The ESBLQ
was designed to measure a principal’s effectiveness on tasks and activities deemed highly
essential to successful schools. The study consisted of 25 principals and 294 teachers
from 25 schools for the blind and visually impaired. Participating principals and teachers
were surveyed to determine their perceptions of leadership effectiveness. The research
revealed three essential leadership behaviors of good listening skills, honesty and
fairness; and four effective leadership behaviors, which were hardworking, knowledge of
policies, fiscal efficiency and good listening skills. In contrast to the forced choice
questionnaire used by other principal evaluation instruments, the ESBLQ is an analytic
process used to assess stakeholder perceptions of essential and effective leadership
behaviors (Oyinlade, 2006).
The developers of the VAL-Ed created a system to push increased learning by
designing a process to evaluate a principal’s performance for promoting specific results
in his or her school and to develop instructional leadership capacity in others (The
Wallace Foundation, 2009, p. 9). The nationally normed VAL-Ed was created by
researchers Porter, Murphy, Goldring, Elliot, Polikoff and May (2008) as a conceptual
framework designed to measure leadership behaviors known to influence teacher
behaviors and student learning. The instrument has been through detailed analysis to
assure validity and reliability. The instrument consists of 72 items from six core
components or features of an effective school and six key processes or leadership
behaviors (Porter, Murphy, et al., 2008). According to the website for purchasing the
instrument, it is a researched-based evaluation tool that measures the effectiveness of
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school leaders by providing a detailed assessment of a principal's perceived performance.
VAL-Ed focuses on learning-centered leadership behaviors that influence teachers, staff,
and most importantly, student achievement (http:www.valed.com, retrieved April 2011).
The valid, reliable, nationally norm referenced evaluation instrument is aligned to the
ISLLC standards and derives information from multiple sources. The process includes
multiple raters, such as teachers, supervisors, and other principals and requires principals
to provide supporting evidence of their effectiveness on each of the survey items. The
evidence may be reports, personal observations, school activities and other sources. The
authors contend the instrument produces a diagnostic profile of a principal that can be
used for formative and summative purposes. The information gathered may then be used
to inform professional development and assess growth over time. The instrument is
adaptable to accommodate varied settings and contexts (Porter, et al., 2008). The VALEd is an outcome based measurement instrument to assure effective teacher performance
and student achievement, which gathers data from multiple sources, and is, aligned to
professional standards.
The literature regarding instruments used in principal evaluations demonstrates the
variety of instruments available for use in the evaluation process. It is not yet known
which specific instruments the participating districts in this research study will use.
Knowledge of the aspects of different evaluation instruments will enhance the
researcher’s understanding of the type and attributes of the specific instruments used by
the participating districts in this study.
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Summary
The literature reveals many concerns of principal evaluations. Principals report
their evaluations as being ineffective and inconsistent (Ginsberg & Berry, 1990; Ginsberg
& Thompson, 1992; Goldring, Cravens et. al, 2009a; Kempher & Robb-Cooper, 2002;
Lashway, 2003; Mannatt, 1989). They report being excluded from their evaluation
processes (Brown, Irby & Neumeyer, 1998). Principals feel evaluations are irregular,
episodic and inconsistent and fail to provide clear improvement feedback, lack
consistency, and are often not based on standards related to educational leadership or any
specific conceptual framework (Lashway, 2003; Goldring, et al., 2009a). Contextual
factors, such as student demographics, political climate, and principal experience, are
often neglected, but should be an integral part of principal evaluations (Hart, 1994; Heck
& Marcoulides, 1996; Johnson, 1989). Principals have found that the process is often a
meaningless, bureaucratic endeavor (Kempher et. al, 2002; Mannatt, 1989).
The problems stated in the literature are lack of consistency in the frequency,
focus and feedback provided in the principal evaluation process. Even when Education
Code and district policies mandate principal evaluations, it is still left to districts to
interpret and design the evaluation process (Goldring et al., 2009b). Few principal
evaluations are aligned to standards and rigorously tested for reliability and consistency
(Condon & Clifford, 2009; Kimball, Milanowski & McKinney, 2009). Principals
typically do not find the process beneficial (Kempher & Robb-Cooper, 2002). Most
evaluations are not aligned to leadership aimed at improving student achievement
(Catano & Stronge, 2006). Very little is known about how principals are evaluated, the
outcomes of the evaluation, or the quality of the evaluation (Ginsberg & Berry, 1990).
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In spite of the myriad of concerns, the literature also reveals the changing focus of
principal evaluations and the trend to assure teacher effectiveness and student
achievement is included as a critical aspect of the evaluation process. The researchers
from the Wallace Foundation (2009) found increasing numbers of states seem to be using
professional standards as a consistent foundation for principal evaluations. More than 40
states now use the ISSLC standards or some adaptation of them.
Principal evaluations can serve as a powerful communication tool and can inform
the principal of areas of continued growth and improvement by identifying gaps between
the current practices and the desired outcomes. It allows the opportunity to focus the
principal on those behaviors that are associated with student learning (Goldring, et al.,
2008). The research demonstrates that there is adequate understanding of the need for
effective principal evaluations aligned to professional standards with effective
performance measurements imbedded in a process that provides feedback to the principal
for improving their performance. The VAL-Ed framework has embedded the research
based elements of a standards based, feedback process to afford the principal and the
evaluator essential information regarding the identified essential behaviors and key
processes of an effective leader. Therefore, the conceptual framework and the
understanding informed by the literature supports the research study as the researcher
attempts to discover the evaluation process experienced by the participating principals as
well as the instruments and measurements used by the participating evaluators. The
study will explore which of the key processes and essential behaviors identified in the
conceptual framework, are present in the evaluation systems of those participating in the
research study.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Restatement of the Purpose
The purpose of this study was to examine the principal evaluation process in three
public school districts in Northern California. Specifically, the study explored the
experience of the principal evaluation process from the perspectives of the elementary
school principals. In addition, this study investigated the process of the principal
evaluation from the perception of the evaluator, with specific attention to the
implementation process of the evaluation, performance measurements used for the
evaluation, and the feedback provided to principals resulting from the evaluation.
Research Questions
1. How is the principal evaluation process conducted as described and experienced by
elementary principals in a Northern California School district?
2. How is the principal evaluation process conducted as described and experienced by
principal evaluators in a Northern California school district?
3. How does the evaluation process provide performance feedback for the principal?
Research Design
A qualitative research design was used to explore the study’s research questions
because it allowed the researcher to observe the principals in context, and to elicit their
own descriptions of the principal evaluation process. This study used the case study
approach (Yin, 2002), of interviews and observations of elementary school principals and
interviews with the principal evaluators from each of the three districts. Specifically,
there were three districts used in the case study with two elementary principals and their
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evaluator from each of the participating Northern California districts. Naturalistic inquiry
(Guba, 1978) also known as a discovery-oriented approach was used because the
researcher sought to study the principal in the real-world setting of their school (Patton,
2002, p. 40). The observations allowed the researcher to use the actual setting as a source
of data and supported understanding the context and experience of the elementary school
principal.
A stratified purposeful sampling method was used (Patton, 2002, p. 244) because
the researcher wanted to focus on the evaluation experience of elementary principals with
at least one year of experience as a principal. Observations of principals in their school
settings were conducted as well as interviews of elementary principals and their
evaluators in order to capture their personal experiences and perspectives. Document
review was also conducted. Triangulation of these ethnographic methods of semistructured interviews, field observations and archival research were used to assure
dependability of the data (Glesne, 1998; Bogden & Bilkin, 2003). The researcher’s
personal experience, engagement and insights were an important part of the inquiry and
were essential to understanding the phenomenon of the principal evaluation process. The
researcher sought to understand the principal evaluation process in Northern California
and this research design allowed the researcher to examine the actual process of the
evaluation as experienced by the participating principal and the principal evaluator.
Research Setting
The research setting consisted of three different districts in Northern California.
Two of the districts were elementary districts, of grades kindergarten through eighth
grade, Maxwell and Yuban. The other participating district, Folgers, was a unified
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district encompassing grades kindergarten through twelfth grade. The following table
provides a profile of the participants in the research study.
Table 1
Profile of Research Study Participants
Name of
Participant
Gary
Tammy
Natalie
Joyce
Kevin
Rhonda
Sharon
David
Mary

Position of Participant
Superintendent
Principal
Principal

Years in
Position
5
2
3

Name of
Dist/School
Maxwell
Potter El
Clover El

Size of
Dist/School
4,100
580
670

Superintendent
Principal
Principal

5
3
8

Yuban
Langley El
Northridge El

4,800
460
600

Asst. Superintendent
Principal
Principal

5
2
1

Folgers
Williams El
Ridge El

9,800
450
460

The names used in this research study as shown in Table 1 are pseudonyms to
maintain the confidentiality of each participant and entity. The size of the district or
school was rounded to the nearest 100 for districts and to the nearest 10 for schools
(http://www.greatschools.com/california, retrieved September 2011). In examining the
information, we see that all of the principal evaluators have five years of experience in
their current role. The average experience of the participating principals was three years;
with the most being eight years and the least being only one year at their current school.
Folgers is the largest district in our study at nearly twice the size of the two participating
elementary districts.
Table 2
Ethnic Demographics of Participating Districts and Schools Compared to the State
Name of
African Asian Filipino Hispanic White 2 or more races
District/School Am/Black
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California
Maxwell USD
Clover El.
Potter El.
Yuban USD
Langley El.
Northridge El.
Folgers USD
Ridge El.
Williams El.

.07
.03
.01
.05
.02
.03
.02
.04
.03
.07

.09
.22
.37
.18
.14
.08
.19
.41
.18
.30

.03
.02
.02
.03
.02
.02
.01
.21
.17
.21

.51
.34
.15
.37
.18
.37
.17
.22
.39
.31

.27
.31
.34
.29
.58
.40
.53
.08
.09
.08

.02
.07
.10
.06
.02
.01
0
.03
.02
.02

It is important to understand the context of the schools and districts of the
principals and principal evaluators in this study. The ethnic demographic information as
shown in Table 2 illustrates the ethnic composition of students in the districts and schools
of the participants in the study. The state demographic information is provided to provide
a comparison of the participating district and schools to the state average. The state
information used is based on grades 2 through 6 since all of the participating schools are
elementary schools (http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ar, retrieved September 2011). While
American Indian and Pacific Islander are reported ethnic demographics, the numbers
were negligible for the participants in this study and therefore were not included.
Except for Williams Elementary, all participating schools and districts have a
lower percentage of African-American/Black students than the state average. Although
Folgers School District has the highest percentage of Asian students, more than four
times that of the state average, the participating principals’ schools from that district do
not have those similar high percentages. Williams has only 18% and Ridge has 30%,
although both have more than double the state average. None of the participating entities
have as high of a percentage of Hispanic students as the state average. Potter, Langley
and Ridge Elementary all have almost 40% Hispanic students. The percentage of White
students in Maxwell and the district’s two participating schools is close to the state
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average, with about one-third of the students in the district and schools being White.
Folgers School District shows the lowest percentage of White students, with all being less
than 10%. In Yuban, white students represent the largest percentage of ethnic
demographics at almost 60%. One of the schools in Yuban, Northridge has almost
double the percentage of White students as the state average and although Langley does
not have as high of a percentage of White students, it is still higher than all of the other
participating schools and districts. It is important to understand the ethnic demographics
of the schools and districts of the participants in this study as it provides context for
understanding the possible variance among the schools and districts. In addition to ethnic
demographics, there are also additional demographics to be considered for understanding
the context of the participating entities.
Table 3
Language, Economic and Parent Education Demographics of Participating Districts and
Schools Compared to the State
Name of
District/School

Free or
Gifted
English
Students
Average
Parent
Reduced
and
Learners w/Disability
Parent
College
Lunch Talented
Education Completion
California
.56
.10
.22
.10
2.8
.41
Maxwell USD
.32
.06
.23
.10
3.3
.52
Clover El.
.12
.06
.16
.11
4.14
.80
Potter El.
.39
.04
.27
.05
3.19
.47
Yuban USD
.15
.10
.10
.12
3.87
.71
Langley El.
.40
.05
.25
.10
3.22
.47
Northridge El.
.15
.10
.10
.12
3.87
.71
Folgers USD
.37
.11
.26
.10
3.17
.43
Ridge El.
.58
.03
.45
.10
2.71
.25
Williams El.
.50
.04
.36
.15
2.79
.26

The demographics shown in Table 3 are important to understanding the
composition of students in each of the participating entities as it also provides insight into
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the specific dynamics present at the district or school. Free and reduced lunch is used as
an indicator of students who are from low socioeconomic backgrounds. According to the
National Association for Gifted Children, Gifted and Talented (GATE) students are those
students who give evidence of high achievement capability in areas such as intellectual,
creative, artistic, or leadership capacity, or in specific academic fields, and who need
services and activities not ordinarily provided by the school in order to fully develop
those capabilities (http://www.nagc.org). According to the California Department of
Education, English Learners are those students for whom English was reported to not be
their primary language, and on the basis of the state approved assessments have been
determined to lack the clearly defined English language skills of listening
comprehension, speaking, reading, and writing necessary to succeed in the school's
regular instructional programs. Students with Disabilities are those students who qualify
for and receive special education services from the school or district
(http://www.cde.gov/ta/ac/ar, retrieved September 2011).
Also included in Table 3 is the average parent education, which is based on the
average reported score of the parent education on a scale of 1 to 5. A 5 is completion of
graduate school, a 4 is a college graduate, a 3 is some college, a 2 indicates high school
graduate and a 1 indicates the parent did not finish high school
(http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ar). The final column shows the percentage of parents that
completed college.
When looking at the percentage of low socio-economic students (SES) as defined
by qualifying for free and reduced lunch, we see there is vast disparity. Only 12% of
Clover’s students are low SES, compared to Ridge and Williams, both having over half
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of their students receive free and reduced lunch. It is noted that only Ridge Elementary
has SES percentages above the state average. The disparity is also present within the
same district, as seen in Maxwell, with only 12% of Clover students being considered
low SES compared to Potter’s with almost 40% being considered economically
challenged. A similar disparity is also seen in Yuban with Langley having 40% low SES
compared to Northridge with only 15% low SES.
The GATE number of students is shown less than the state average at all of the
participating schools except Northridge. Both Yuban and Folgers Districts have GATE
numbers similar to the state average. Identifying SES has monetary benefit attached to it
because Title One money is contributed to schools and districts based on the percentage
of students receiving free and reduced lunch (http://www.ed.gov). Because there is no
funding for GATE students, districts and schools have less incentive for identifying these
students. English Learners are identified when they enter the school system, based on the
parent Home Language survey, which is filled out as part of the enrollment process for all
students. Once a student is identified as having spoken a language other than English
prior to beginning school, the student is assessed and monitored until they are considered
to be fluent in English (http://www.cde.gov).
Folgers School District has the largest percentage of English Learners (EL), with
more than a quarter of all students in their district considered not fluent in English. Both
of Folgers’ participating schools have relatively high EL percentages with Ridge having
the highest number with almost half of the students being EL. Again, disparity of schools
within the same district is evident. Northridge has only 10% EL, while one-fourth of
Langley’s student body is EL. A less extreme disparity is also present in Maxwell; with
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Potter having 27% compared to Clover having only 16% EL students. Students with
disabilities are consistent across all of the schools with the exception of Potter elementary
with only 5% of the students receiving special education services. One consideration is
that this number does not indicate the type of service being received, so there is more to
consider than the mere percentage. For instance, Potter has the Emotionally Disturbed
program at the school.
Parent Education is a self-reported number from the parent, who indicates the
education level of the student’s most educated parent (http://www.cde.gov). The general
premise is there is a correlation between parents education level and students readiness
for learning. Schools with low parent education levels receive funding as part of the
Federal Title One funds. This information is also used for comparing schools in the
similar school rankings (http://www.cde.gov). Disparity is seen in this demographic as
well; Clover elementary has a 4.14 out of a possible 5, meaning many of the parents of
students at Clover report having completed graduate school. In fact, 80% of students
have a parent who graduated from college, contrasted with our two lowest schools of
Ridge and Williams, with only about a fourth of the students having a parent who reports
being a college graduate. Both of these schools have a lower percentage than their
district. These demographic factors are often considered to be predictors of the
achievement levels of the students. This also lends to the concept of the Achievement
Gap. This refers to the disparity in academic performance between groups of students.
The achievement gap shows up in grades, standardized-test scores, and other success
measures. It is most often used to describe the performance gaps between AfricanAmerican and Hispanic students, and their non-Hispanic white peers. There is also
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similar academic disparity between students from low-income families and those who are
financially better off. According to the U.S. Department of Education, The No Child Left
Behind (2001) Act created awareness and accountability for districts and schools to close
the achievement gap. One of the most critical aspects of district and school performance
in California are the achievement levels of their students.
Table 4
Achievement Data of Participating Districts and Schools Compared to the State
2010 API
Name of
District/school
California
800
Maxwell USD
870
Clover El.
941
Potter El.
876
*Yuban USD
905
Langley El.
835
941
Northridge El.
Folgers USD
831
Ridge El.
821
Williams El.
795

2011 API

Growth

Similar School
Ranking

808
874
950
881
901
878
934
849
827
864

8
4
9
5
4
43
-7
18
6
71

N/A
N/A
10
9
N/A
4
9
N/A
6
4

Table 4 illustrates the Academic Performance Index (API) for each of the
participating districts and schools in this study. All principals and principal evaluators
reported their experience of the principal evaluation process for the 2010-11 school year,
so it is important to understanding the context of the study to examine the district and
schools’ achievement changes during the same year. It is noted that all participating
entities showed higher API than the state average, but when considering growth, 45% of
the participating entities made more gains than the state average and 55% gained less
than the state average.
Similar school ranking is for school reports only. In addition to statewide ranks,
schools are ranked compared to 100 other schools with similar demographic
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characteristics. For the similar schools rank, schools are ranked into deciles according to
school type: elementary, middle, and high. To determine the similar schools rank for a
school, a comparison group of 100 similar schools of the same type is formed for that
school, based on similar demographic characteristics. The API scores for this group of
100 schools are ranked into ten categories of equal size, called deciles, from one (lowest)
to ten (highest). Each decile contains 10 percent of all of the 100 similar schools in the
comparison group. The school's similar schools rank is the decile where that school's
Base API falls compared with the Base APIs of the 100 other similar schools in the
comparison group (http://www.cde.ca.gov).
The similar schools ranking does not come out until the Spring of the following
year, for instance the similar school ranking for the 2010-11 school year will not come
out until the Spring of 2012. The information in Table 4 is from the 2009-10 school year.
This was a contextual factor showing the participating schools’ comparison to similar
schools. It is noted that Clover, Potter and Northridge are all highly ranked among
similar schools. Williams has the lowest similar school rank, however, it will likely
increase for the 2010-11 year due to the impressive API gains made.
Understanding the demographic information of the participants and the districts
and schools they work in is intended to give the study a richer interpretation of the
contextual factors influencing the principal and the principal evaluator. The researcher
did not attempt to find schools with similar demographics, as that was not a core focus of
the research. The researcher looked for participants that would contribute to
understanding the principal evaluation process.
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Sample
The researcher discussed this research study in a meeting with members of the
Human Resources (HR) Administrators in a Northern California County. This group
meets to discuss legislative and personnel matters affecting the districts in the County on
a monthly basis. Members of this group have access to elementary principals and
principal evaluators in this Northern California County. Solicitation to participate in the
study was made at the monthly meeting in May. Invitation to participate in the study was
extended to all elementary public school principals in the Northern California County
with more than one year of experience as a principal. The researcher interviewed each of
the six participating principals and the three principal evaluators in each of the
participating districts once. Additional follow phone calls and emails were conducted to
gain additional and clarifying information. The interviews were conducted in the summer
and early fall of 2011 in an effort to find accommodating times to the demanding
schedule of school principals and district office administrators.
The sample consisted of six elementary principals, two from each of the three
participating school districts. The sample also included the principal evaluators from
each of the three participating school districts. Two principals and the principal evaluator
from Maxwell School district, Yuban School district and Folgers School district
comprised the research sample.
Human Subject Approval
The researcher received permission to conduct the study from the superintendent
in each of the participating districts. Letters from each of the district leaders and
additional pertinent information was submitted to the Institutional Review Board for the
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Protection of Human Subjects (IRBPHS) (Appendix D). Once the IRBPHS authorized
conducting the study, the researcher contacted the prospective individuals by phone or
email in an effort to set up appointments for interviews. The interviews were arranged at
the convenience of all of the participants as a courtesy to each of the participants. Each
participant was assured that all data would remain confidential and that pseudonyms
would be used to assure anonymity of participants and districts. Participants were
assured that they could decline to answer any of the interview questions and they were
also informed that they could withdraw from participating in the study at any time.
Instrumentation
The researcher used an interview guide, as presented in Appendix A, combined
with an informal conversational approach (Patton, 2002). A standardized interview
format was used in the early part of the interview with the opportunity for the researcher
to pursue subjects of interest that arose during the interviews. Direct observations (Patton,
2002, p. 262) were conducted of the principals performing aspects of the role of principal
at his or her respective school in an effort to gain context and to support the interpretation
of the data. Relevant documents, such as evaluation templates and evaluations of
participating principals were examined in an effort to gather data from multiple sources
to inform the interpretation of the data (Patton, 2002, p. 247).
Interviews
The purpose of the interviews was to gain insight into the process of principal
evaluations, which could not be solicited by observation alone, as the researcher could
not observe the thoughts and feelings of the participating principals or the intentions of
the participating evaluators (Patton, 2002). The interview allowed the researcher to
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understand the participants’ perspectives. The perspective of the principals and their
evaluators was essential to the researcher’s desire to examine the principal evaluation
process.
A combination of informal conversational interviews and the use of an interview
guide approach were used to obtain the perceptions of elementary principals regarding
their evaluation procedures and their perceived benefit from the process and feedback
provided. This same method was used to interview the administrator responsible for
evaluating principals (Patton, 2002). The participating principals were interviewed one
time prior to the beginning of the school year and then follow up was made with each of
them through telephone and email after school has begun. For both the principals and the
principal evaluators, the researcher conducted a formal interview and then followed up
with each participant to gain clarity. The researcher conducted the first interview for
each of the participants and conducted preliminary analysis of the interviews to establish
emerging themes, which served as a guide for further exploration and follow up. The
subsequent contacts allowed the researcher to clarify information that was unclear or not
solicited in the first round of interviews. All interviews were concluded by August 31,
2011. Participants were interviewed up to three times to clarify and gather additional
information.
The interviews were audio recorded and then transcribed for analysis. While
conducting the interview, the interviewer used pseudonyms for all participating
individuals, schools and districts to assure anonymity.
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Supporting Document Examination
Documents, such as the evaluation templates, actual principal evaluations, procedures
and any other relevant materials obtained from principals or principal evaluators was
analyzed in an attempt to contextualize organizational texts (Patton, 2002, p. 498).
Examination was conducted on each of the supporting evaluation documents to provide
validation of the data gathered from the interviews. The researcher examined the
information gathered and feedback provided. A coding system was developed to
categorize the information obtained for thorough analysis (p. 465).
Observations
The observation duration was a “day in the life” of the principal to establish
additional context and to provide information to the researcher regarding a view of the
type of work the principal engaged in and as it related to the principal evaluation process
as reported by the principals and principal evaluators.

The observation for the day was

conducted for each of the participating principals in their actual school settings to capture
their real-world experiences. The researcher took field notes throughout the observation.
The researcher was the only observer and conducted the observations covertly as an
outsider and a spectator (Patton, 2002, p. 277). The observations were used to support the
researcher’s understanding of the context of the role of the principal in their specific
school settings.
Validity
Interview Questions Field Test
The interview questions in Appendix A were field tested by three elementary
principals and a principal evaluator. The field testers consisted of a Latina elementary
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school principal with a clear administrative credential with five years of experience as a
principal at her school, which is considered a Title One school because of the number of
socioeconomically disadvantaged students. According to the School Accountability
Report Card (SARC), retrieved from her school’s website, she has about 450 students in
kindergarten through fourth grade. The 2009-10 school year data indicates 83% of her
students are socioeconomically disadvantaged and 73% are English Learners and
Hispanic is the largest ethnic group at her school.
The second field tester was a white male with a clear administrative credential
with six years of administrative experience. Two years as an assistant principal and the
last four at his current school as a principal. According to his school website’s 2009-10
SARC information, his school has over 600 students, with over 34% being
socioeconomically disadvantaged and 24% English Learners. The school’s largest ethnic
group is White.
The third field tester was a white female with a clear administrative credential and
six years of principal experience, and the last five years have been at her current
elementary school. According to her school’s website, her school has over 700 students
enrolled with 44% being socioeconomically disadvantaged and 39% being English
Learners. Hispanic is the school’s largest ethnic group.
The final field tester was an African-American male superintendent with a clear
administrative credential and 22 years of experience as an administrator. In those 22
years, he has been a principal, Director, Assistant Superintendent and Superintendent.
One of his responsibilities is to evaluate principals. His district is an elementary district
with grades kindergarten through eighth grade with an enrollment of almost 7,400
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students. The district has a revenue limit of $5,523 per ADA and 32% of the students are
English Learners and over 42% receive free and reduced lunch. Over 60% of the
students are minority, with Hispanic being the largest ethnic group. The district base API
score is 793.
Each of these field testers possesses the experience and training to assess the
validity of the interview questions. Of the four field testers, no substantive suggestions
for changes were made. Two of the field testers commented the numbering of the
questions was confusing, so the numbering was adjusted to provide clarity and distinction
between the Research Questions being addressed and the number of the actual interview
question. The Superintendent field tester also suggested more specific adjustments be
made to clarify which questions were intended for the principals and which questions
were intended for the principal evaluator. All suggestions were incorporated into the
final interview protocol used in the study.
Data Validation
The researcher assured valid data by having several components of validation
within the data collection. The researcher gathered demographic data about the
participating districts, schools, principal evaluator and principals from Great Schools and
Ed-Data (http://www.greatschools.org/schools/districts/California/CA; http://www.eddata.k12.ca.us/Pages/Home.aspx). The information from both Great Schools and EdData are compiled from information schools and districts are required to submit to the
California Department of Education. The researcher asked the principal evaluator to
confirm the accuracy of the data and to provide valid revised data if the information
obtained was determined to be invalid. No corrections were submitted from the
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evaluators. Clarification was provided by the superintendent of Yuban regarding the API
data because an error had been made and the revised information from the state would
not be available in time to include in this research.
The researcher had each of the interviewees review the actual interview
transcripts to assure the information acquired from the interviews was consistent with the
understanding and experience of the participating principal or principal evaluator. No
adjustments were made to any of the interview transcripts. The researcher allowed the
participants to review the findings to assure accuracy, completeness, fairness and validity
of the data collected (Patton, 2002, p. 560).
Triangulation of the data gathered through semi-structured interviews, field
observations and document analysis were used to assure dependability of the data. This
process, also known as cross-validation was used to support the research study and to
validate the research findings (Denzin 1978; Glesne, 1998; Patton, 2002; Bogden &
Bilkin, 2003).
Reliability
Consistency of the same researcher conducting all aspects of the research of
demographic data, interviews, observations and document review prevented varying
interpretations that might result when multiple researchers are used. The researcher
recorded data as it actually occurred in the setting under study (Bogdan & Biklin, 1998,
p. 36). The researcher sought to be reliable and objective by working to minimize bias
and maximize accuracy by being diligent in the data collection process of being thorough,
consistent and recording and reporting impartially (Patton, 2002, p. 93). The researcher
used an audio recorder for each of the interviews to accurately capture the information
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provided by the study participants. The researcher carefully transcribed all aspects of the
interviews and reviewed each of the transcripts three times to assure emerging themes
were supported by the data from the study. The observer looked for common themes
across the data to avoid independent or accidental circumstances of the research.
Limitations
One of the limitations of this study was the relatively small sample size. The
researcher collected data from elementary principals and principal evaluators within a
County in Northern California. This study consisted of three different districts, with two
principals from each of the districts. Interviews and supporting documents were used to
understand the evaluation process and system of the research sample. This small sample
size from one region may affect the generalizability of the study to other districts in other
regions and states.
Another limitation was the selection method used for the participants of the study.
It was a convenience sample comprised of those districts and principals willing to
participate in the study. This may have an effect of overstating or understating the
research findings because those who were willing to participate may either perceive their
existing evaluation procedures and practices as being of high quality and therefore be
willing participants or believe their evaluation system was of poor quality and desired to
participate in an effort to improve their poor principal evaluation experience.
Observer bias by the researcher was also a potential limitation. The researcher is
a former principal and is an evaluator of principals. Therefore, the researcher may have
approached aspects of the research with assumptions regarding principal evaluation
procedures. The researcher sought to approach the study impartially, allowing data from
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the multiple sources of observations, interviews and documents to inform interpretations
and findings (Patton, 2002, p. 93).
Another limitation was the limited time of the study as there was only an
opportunity to gather information of participants in the study during part of a school year.
Information gathered across multiple evaluation cycles might more accurately
demonstrate practices, perceptions and supporting documents than information gathered
in part of a single year. The participants reflected on the process as they remembered
having experienced it. This limited time analysis might be vulnerable to an
overstatement or understatement of research findings that may be unduly influenced by
unanticipated factors outside of the control of the participants. This limitation exposes
the research to a vulnerability of noting aspects of the process that will be reported as part
of the evaluation process that may not actually be consistently implemented for the
principal evaluation process.
Data Collection Procedures
Data collection began by gathering as much demographic information about the
participating school districts, schools, principal evaluators and principals as possible
through the various data collection sources, such as Great Schools and Ed-Data as well
as information available on the respective district and school websites and publications.
This demographic information aided the researcher in understanding the specific context
of the participants and research settings.
The interview with the principal evaluator was conducted before the interviews
with the principals to allow the researcher an opportunity to get a district wide view
before meeting with the individual principals in the study. Also, any specific information
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provided about the principals or schools’ that resulted from the interview with the
principal evaluator served to inform the interviews and observations of the participating
principals. The guided interview questions listed in Appendix A were used for the
interview, beginning with request for the participant to share specific background,
experience and training information. The researcher then asked questions 2.1 through 2.9
and 3.6 through 3.9, question 2.10 was the last question asked. The researcher also used
the open-ended process of asking additional questions aimed at understanding the
information being provided in the interview (Patton, 2002). The information obtained
from the interview with the principal evaluator as well as the demographic information
was used to provide additional understanding and context of the participating principals
and schools in this study (Patton, 2002, p. 498).
The first of the interviews was conducted with the principals, soliciting the
introductory background and experience information and questions 1.1 through 1.15 and
questions 3.1 through 3.5, concluding with question 1.16 (Appendix A). The researcher
also asked the principal to confirm the demographic data collected from the public data
sources, such as state, school and district websites and data publications. The researcher
did not need to revise or add to the demographic information because additional
demographic clarification or materials was not provided. The researcher also requested
and collected supporting evaluation documents of evaluation templates, and actual
evaluations with personal information redacted. Strategic plans mentioned in the
interview process were also collected.
The researcher examined the data collected from the demographic information,
the principal evaluator interviews and the principal interviews to find emerging themes to
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inform the observations. The researcher also used the elements of leadership behaviors
as noted in the VAL-Ed conceptual framework to inform the data collection. The
observation was conducted to allow for triangulation of the data, however some
behaviors from the conceptual framework were observed, such as the presence of the
Leadership Behaviors illustrated in the lavender box on Figure 1. An example of this was
the principal conducting classroom observations to monitor the school’s implementation
of providing rigorous curriculum, as illustrated in the blue box on Figure 1.
The researcher used the bottom up method as these various aspects of data were
collected and evidence of themes became relevant (Bogden & Biklin, 1998, p. 6). The
follow up with the participating principals and principal evaluators was more open ended
and served as an opportunity to validate information gathered and to solidify the presence
of themes. One observation was conducted and up to three additional follow up contacts
were made with the participants. The researcher analyzed all data to uncover patterns,
themes and categories in an attempt to discern what was really significant and meaningful
from the data (Patton, 2002, p. 467).
Data Analysis
The researcher used the VAL-Ed conceptual framework to inform the data
analysis, specifically, the researcher looked for the presence of any elements as described
in the framework. In reference to the inputs of knowledge and skills, personal
characteristics and values and beliefs as illustrated by the yellow boxes on Figure 1, the
data obtained from the interview regarding the background and experience was analyzed
to understand the inputs of each of the principals. Observation data was used to validate
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and triangulate the data gained from the interviews and supporting documents (Denzin
1978; Glesne, 1998; Patton, 2002; Bogden & Bilkin, 2003).
The conceptual model considered the context not only of the individual, but also
regarding the specific composition of the school. The demographic data collected from
district, school and state data sources was analyzed to provide contextual understanding
of the specific attributes of each school in the research study.
Research question 1: How is the principal evaluation process conducted as
described and experienced by elementary principals in Northern California? The data
analyzed to address this question was the information obtained from the interview
questions 1.1 – 1.15 from Appendix A. The information provided to these questions was
audio recorded and transcribed by the researcher. The transcriptions were reviewed three
times to assure accurate understanding of the information obtained. Document analysis
of evaluation templates, actual evaluations of the principals with all personal information
redacted and any other information provided was analyzed, for instance, Maxwell
provided their strategic plan. A coding system was established to identify themes. For
instance all references to the frequency of the evaluations was coded in each interview.
Codes were used for the various aspects of the evaluation process, such as goal setting,
and mid-year reviews. The observations of principals did not lend additional information
of the principal evaluation process, however it did provide additional understanding of
the specific contextual information of the participant, school and district, an important
aspect of the contextual framework of this research.
Research question 2: How is the evaluation process conducted as described and
experienced by principal evaluators in Northern California school districts? The data
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analyzed to address this question was obtained from the interview questions of 2.1
through 2.9 in Appendix A. The interview was audio recorded and transcribed by the
researcher and examined for emerging themes. The researcher intended to examine
evaluation templates, training materials, superintendent handbooks, and actual
evaluations with all personal information redacted were examined to understand the
principal evaluation process. However, none of the principal evaluators had any training
materials or superintendent handbooks that specifically addressed the process for
evaluating principals. Documents obtained were coded to determine emerging themes
from the data. Codes were developed for aspects of frequency, elements of the process,
such as goal setting, midyear reviews, evidence of alignment to professional standards
and other elements that appeared to be common within and across districts.
Research question 3: How does the evaluation process provide performance
feedback for the principal? The data analyzed to address this research question was
comprised of interview questions 3.1 through 3.5 of the principal interviews and
questions 3.6 through 3.9 of the principal evaluators. The data collected was audio
recorded, transcribed and reviewed three times to assure consistency in interpretation of
the data. The data was further analyzed to establish emerging themes. A coding system
was used to further analyze the information, for instance, a code was established for
feedback and then that was further analyzed and coded to determine what the feedback
was based upon and also to realize how the feedback was provided to the principal.
This section was also analyzed in light of the VAL-Ed framework, specifically,
the researcher examined the data to determine any presence of the leadership behaviors as
described by Goldring, et al., (2009), illustrated in the lavender box of Figure 1. The
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researcher also examined the feedback provided and performance measures used for
principal evaluations to determine the presence of school performance and core
component as illustrated in the blue box. Information obtained from the interviews,
document review and observations provided evidence of the elements used to measure
principals’ performance. For instance, during the observation, when the researcher
observed the principal conducting classroom observations to assure implementation of
rigorous instruction as verified by the follow up interview, the researcher examined the
documents for evidence of the presence or absence of this being addressed in the
evaluation.
The final and essential aspect of the conceptual framework was the focus on
student outcomes, as illustrated in the orange box in Figure 1. In light of the political
pressures and the important role the principal plays in student learning (Marzano, et al.,
2005), the data was analyzed to establish the inclusion of student outcomes in the
principal’s evaluation. Interviews, specifically questions 1.9, 1.10, 1.11, 1.13, 2.5 and 2.7
(Appendix A), allowed the researcher to identify if student outcomes were part of
principal evaluations.
The researcher then identified themes and patterns across the participants.
Categories of these themes were analyzed for interrelationships and contradictions of
information across the data obtained. The researcher examined supporting documents
provided by the participants in an attempt to triangulate the data for consistency between
observations, interview data and document data (Patton, 2002, p. 247). Both inductive
and deductive analysis was used (Patton, 2002, p. 453) as the researcher discovered
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patterns, themes and categories within the data using the open-ended method (Strauss &
Corbin, 1998).
Emerging themes and categories were examined for evidence of the presence of
elements of the conceptual framework. The conceptual framework of the VAL-Ed served
as a template of an effective principal evaluation, as the instrument was developed from
extensive research and consists of essential elements of an effective evaluation for school
leaders (Goldring, et al., 2009). As mentioned previously, the research study was aimed
at understanding the principal evaluation process as experienced by elementary principals
in Northern California and the researcher did not have control over the actual instrument
used by participating evaluators. The conceptual framework was used as a structure to
display the appropriate elements of a research based principal evaluation and the
researcher examined the elements of the actual process experienced with the lens of the
VAL-Ed process.
Researcher’s Profile
The researcher possesses a California administrative credential and has been an
administrator for eleven years. The researcher was a middle school principal for five
years, a Director of Student Services and Special Education for three years and is in her
fourth year as Assistant Superintendent of Human Resources in a Northern California
school district. The researcher completed the Association of California School
Administrators (ACSA) personnel academy. Evaluations were one of the topics covered
in the academy, although the focus was on teacher evaluations rather than principal
evaluations.
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As the Assistant Superintendent of Human Resources, the researcher is
responsible for evaluating half of the principals in her district. As a result of these
experiences and training, the researcher brings cultural understanding of the legal
requirements; political dynamics, terms and processes often used in public schools in
California, which supported the researcher in conducting this research study.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to examine the principal evaluation process in three
public school districts in Northern California. The study explored the evaluation process
as experienced by elementary school principals. In addition, the study investigated the
process of principal evaluations through the perspective of the principal evaluator.
Specifically the study focused on the implementation, performance measurements used
and the feedback provided to principals from the principal evaluation process. The
participants shared their experiences of the principal evaluation process.
After presenting a profile of each of the three participating districts’ principal
evaluator and the two participating principals, the researcher will delineate the findings
presented in response to each of the research questions in the following order: (1)
perceptions of the evaluation process for principals as described by elementary principals,
(2) perceptions of the principal evaluation process as described by principal evaluators,
(3) perceptions of the performance feedback provided as described by elementary
principals and their evaluators.
The following profiles arose from the interviews of the participants. Each
participant shared his or her background and years of experience prior to becoming a
superintendent, assistant superintendent or elementary principal.
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Profiles of the Participants
All names of participating principal evaluators and principals referenced in this
study are pseudonyms. In addition, all District and School names are also pseudonyms to
maintain the confidentiality of all participating individuals and entities. A brief synopsis
of the participants is illustrated in Table 1.
Gary
Gary is the superintendent of Maxwell school district and has been in education
for almost 40 years. Gary is the evaluator of all six of the principals in his district He was
a teacher for 24 years before going into administration, where he served as a high school
assistant principal, an elementary principal, as the Director and then as the Assistant
Superintendent of Curriculum and Instruction. Finally, in his last five years he has been
the Superintendent of Maxwell Elementary Union School District.
Tammy
Tammy is the principal of Potter Elementary School in Maxwell Union School
District. She served as an elementary teacher for 15 years in Southern California and
when she relocated to Northern California, she was initially unable to find a teaching job.
She worked in the technology industry for four years before returning to the classroom.
She served in that capacity for eight years before becoming an elementary assistant
principal. She has been an elementary principal at Potter Elementary School in Maxwell
School District for two years.
Natalie
Natalie is the principal of Clover Elementary School in Maxwell School District.
Natalie has been in education for 23 years. She was a middle school assistant principal
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and has been a principal at two of the schools in the district. She has served as an
administrator in Maxwell for the last 11 years, and as principal at Clover for the last three
years.
Joyce
Joyce is the superintendent of Yuban Elementary School District. She has served
in this capacity for five years. She has worked in three different states and internationally
as a teacher. She reports her administrative track as being typical; she was an assistant
principal, then a principal, then Director of Instruction for a very large educational
organization and before becoming the superintendent of Yuban. According to Joyce, this
is her first and likely her last superintendent job.
Kevin
Kevin went to Yuban School District three years ago when he was hired as the
principal at Langley Elementary. Prior to that, he worked in a neighboring school district
as the assessment coordinator, an assistant principal at a middle school and as a teacher.
Kevin has been in education for 13 years.
Rhonda
Rhonda has been the principal at Northridge Elementary in Yuban for eight years.
Prior to that, she worked as an assistant principal for three years in Yuban School
District.
Sharon
Sharon is an Assistant Superintendent in Folgers Unified School District and in
that role is responsible for evaluating three of the nine principals in the district. Sharon
has been in Folgers Unified School District for 22 years. She started as a classroom
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teacher and then was a teacher on special assignment serving as a liaison with community
based agencies to prevent truancy and engage families with the district. She then served
as an assistant principal and then as an elementary principal before becoming first the
Director of Human Resources and now the Assistant Superintendent of Human Resources
for Folgers.
David
David has been the principal of Williams Elementary School for the last two
years. He took a traditional route to administration by serving as a middle level teacher
for nine years before becoming an assistant principal for two years each at two of the
middle schools in Folgers.
Mary
Mary just completed her first year as a principal in Folgers School District. Before
coming to Folgers, she had been a principal in a neighboring district for five years. Mary
began her teaching career in Folgers and considers being the principal at Ridge
Elementary as coming home.
Each of the participants in this research study contributed to understanding how
the principal evaluation process is conducted and experienced by both the elementary
principal and by principal evaluators. The participants reported experiences also
provided the researcher with understanding of how the evaluation process provides
feedback for the principal. Following are the results of the research study.
Results of the Study
The results of the study will address each of the three research questions.
Specifically, the first question will draw from the interviews from the participating
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principals as they describe and report their experience of the evaluation process. The
second research question will draw from the information provided by the participating
principal evaluators as they describe the principal evaluation process from their
experiences. The final research question will focus on the feedback provided to the
principal from the evaluation process, which will draw from information provided by
principals and principal evaluators. The evaluation documents gathered from each of the
participating districts will also be used to address specific aspects of the study. The key
findings below are provided as a guide to aid the reader in understanding the essential
data that emerged from each of the research questions. Richer description of the themes
and findings is provided in the remainder of the chapter.
Key Findings From the Research
Research Question 1: How is the principal evaluation process conducted as described
and experienced by elementary principals in a Northern California School District?
•
•
•

Principals report their evaluations are aligned to the district strategic plan and the
CAPSEL.
Goal setting is an essential aspect of the process, with progress on goals being
monitored primarily be the principal.
All principals find the process beneficial but those not evaluated by the
superintendent express concern regarding the blurring of the lines between the
evaluators’ role in the district and their role as evaluator.

Research Question 2: How is the principal evaluation process conducted as described
and experienced by principal evaluators in a Northern California School District?
•
•
•

The principal evaluation is aligned to the district’s strategic plan, which is
developed by key stakeholders in the respective districts.
Performance measures are based on student achievement data and input from staff
and parents obtained through surveys.
All evaluators believe the process is important as an influential way to bring
continuous improvement.
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Research Question 3: How does the evaluation process provide performance feedback
for the principal?
•
•

•

Feedback is written on the evaluation as well as informally through conversation
between the principal and the evaluator.
Evaluators’ decision to formally document the feedback depends on the severity
of the situation, anticipation of further ramifications; the verifiability of the
information by data and recognition that verbal feedback is not bringing about the
desired changes.
All participants report the feedback is beneficial for affirming and for making
suggestions for adjustment to improve principals’ performance.
The Evaluation Process for Principals
This study considered the evaluation process including all aspects of the

evaluation, not simply the paperwork involved. According to the Merriam-Webster
online dictionary, process means to progress or advance, a series of actions or operations
conducing to an end; especially a continuous operation or treatment. This study is
examining the series of actions that comprise the principal evaluation.
When looking at the process, it was important to know who was conducting the
evaluation of the principal, specifically, the role of the individual performing the
evaluation. In both of the elementary districts, principals reported being evaluated by the
superintendent. In Folgers, the principals reported being evaluated by assistant
superintendents. The principals expressed being unclear as to why a particular assistant
superintendent was selected to evaluate them. David reported being evaluated by the
Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum and Instruction (C & I) and Mary reported being
evaluated by the Assistant Superintendent of Human Resources (HR). David said he had
requested to be evaluated by the superintendent, but was told by his superintendent “that
it would not be a good political decision to change administrators evaluating him in case
she ever became the superintendent.” David explained he stayed with the assistant
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superintendent assigned to evaluate him, but he had wanted the person responsible for the
vision of the district to evaluate him, he wanted to “see it through his [the
superintendent’s] eyes.”
While this research study did not intend the process to be limited to the specific
documents used for the principal evaluation, the types of documents used and the
information provided on the paperwork is an important aspect for understanding the
evaluation process. The forms (Appendix C) used in the three participating districts are
similar, with Maxwell and Folgers having identical templates for the evaluation
document.
It is noted, while the documents are identical, there is variance in the two districts’
process as will be discussed in more detail further in this Chapter. Another similarity
across the three districts as reported by the participating principals was the aspect of goal
setting. Principals described the goal-setting element as an important aspect of their
evaluation process.
Goal Setting
The inclusion of goal setting in the evaluation process was universal across the
three districts in the study. All of the participants in the study report their evaluations are
aligned to their district’s strategic plan. All principals also report the evaluations are
influenced by the California Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (CAPSEL),
although in examining the documents, it is evident that the themes of the CAPSEL are
present, but the specific terminology from the standards is not identically replicated. For
instance, Standard 1 of the CAPSEL is: Facilitating the development, articulation,
implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and supported by
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the school community and in the Key Performance Continuum document, this statement
is not used but under the Leadership section, the descriptor for Meets Standard is “Has a
vision for the team; is able to empower team members; usually models desired behaviors;
offers training opportunities.” In examining the CAPSEL standards, we see that the
Leadership box on the Key Performance Continuum document uses aspects from
Standard 1 and Standard 2 of the CAPSEL standards. So whereas the principals report
the evaluation process being aligned to the standards, the goals are not explicitly taken
from the CAPSEL standards but the attributes of the standards are present in the
Continuum document used by Folgers and Maxwell as shown in Appendix C.
According to David, Folgers management evaluation system could be more
closely aligned. He explains what he considered to be a disconnected process,
There’s one sheet that is on your goals and basically, you’re responsible for
having a goal that’s focused on something in the strategic plan, a goal that’s
focused on closing the achievement gap, another strategic plan in the district and
then the other goal can be from either of the strategic plans or from your school
plan. It just has to be something that has been established here in the district.
According to David, he can choose his goals from either of the District’s strategic plans.
“But then there is this continuum; I think the basis of the continuum is on the standards
for administration.” He indicated Folgers’ process is like two separate processes, that
there isn’t continuity between the goals and the continuum. Mary also indicated Folgers
process is “sort of aligned to professional standards.”
Tammy indicated the form they use in Maxwell is also aligned to the standards for
educational leaders. Natalie felt the CAPSELs were woven into their process, although
they are not specifically stated. She shared how the goals and strategic plan align.
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We have a strategic plan so we write our goals around our strategic plan. So, you
know, the first goal is close the achievement gap while raising the achievement of
all students. And then we write what our specific steps are underneath that goal.
Both principals in Maxwell attest to the alignment of the evaluation document and the
CAPSEL standards, but both also indicate the focus of the goal setting is on the District’s
strategic plan rather than from the professional standards.
In Yuban, the goals result from the data analysis of the work done the previous
school year. Kevin stated,
Usually in early September, we’ll sit down and do goal setting for the next year.
We’ll talk about what will be our focal areas to be outlined in our School Site
Plan and how we’re going to make those things happen and why we’re doing
those things based on data.
Rhonda contrasted her previous experience in Yuban under a different superintendent.
She indicated her previous superintendent did not have goal setting and used a simplistic
evaluation process. Rhonda explained Yuban’s current process this way,
She [her evaluator] has us set goals in the fall and then part of the continuous
cycle is we address what goals we were able to meet and have evidence that we
met them or didn’t meet our goals. Then at that culminating meeting we also set
new goals based on that data. It’s much more comprehensive. It’s much more
directed.
David discussed the goal setting process in Folgers,
Maggie [his evaluator] was very data driven in the sense that she wanted
measurable goals. We spent a lot of time on it . . . . going over the goals I had
established, talking about how I would measure them. For example if it was
communication with stakeholders, she wanted copies of newsletters, agendas, any
emails that might have gone out, etc.
Even though they are in the same district, Mary’s description of the goal setting
procedure seemed a bit less formal than David’s, she said, “we’re given a thing where
we’re supposed to set our goals for the year.” She further indicated that the goals were
not exclusive to the needs of her school site, she stated, “I basically took what I had done
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for my previous district and imported the same thing over and then tweaked it to fit the
new form.” According to Mary, all of education is grappling with the same things;
therefore, the goals are all going to be similar.
While all of the principals confirmed the goals are to be aligned to the district’s
strategic plan, some were unsure how to actually do that. In Maxwell, the principals are
not necessarily clear on how they are supposed to write their goals, according to Tammy,
“before I met with him [Gary] my first year, I was freaking out because I had no idea
how to write my goals.”
I would set goals and I pretty much would just write them and then go in and meet
with the Superintendent and each of the two years I did it, he said, “okay.” And
then my first year, we met probably in May or June and I had to bring in a typed
up update on my goals and then from there, he wrote my evaluation.
The absence of any indication that she was not doing them as intended caused her to
assume she was writing the goals as the Superintendent intended. Natalie shared this
sentiment explaining she had not received much guidance on developing her goals,
except for the comments on the previous year’s evaluation. It is noted the information on
Maxwell’s Management Team Performance Evaluation document provides directions,
definitions and timelines of the process (Appendix C). Tammy indicated her evaluator
never met with her to discuss the evaluation process, “his administrative assistant simply
sent a group email to all of the principals with the evaluation document attached.”
In Folgers, there is autonomy in selecting the goals, David said he is able to pick
all three of his goals, the only input he may get is on how the goals will be measured, but
they are not directed by the evaluator. David shared this sentiment on his goals, “I would
love for them to be more data driven – student and teacher data driven.” The principals
in Yuban report the goals as being more directed by the evaluator and based on data.
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in Yuban report the goals as being more directed by the evaluator and based on data.
Kevin stated, “I wouldn’t say they’re force-fed goals, but they’re kind of just collectively
understood as non-negotiables.” Kevin indicated the process targets school culture and
climate, performance and data, teacher evaluations, student attendance and the goals and
initiatives the district is implementing. He indicated it is expected that data be used to
show progress in these areas. Rhonda confirmed this when she conveyed the need to
have evidence of meeting her goals, either through test scores, parent or student surveys,
or other anecdotal ways to show how she met or didn’t meet her goals.
Progress Monitoring
While all of the principals reported a goal setting aspect to the evaluation process,
there was variance in how the principals were expected to monitor their goals to
determine if they were making the desired progress for the evaluation year. In Maxwell, it
is optional to have a midyear review of the progress on goals. Tammy indicated she did
not have one her first year, but did have one her second year. She was not clear on why
her superintendent chose to do a midyear check the second year, she thought he
“probably just ran out of time and didn’t get to it during the first year.” Natalie indicated
the first year she returned to Clover, the superintendent said he wanted to meet with her
every month to see how things were going, but that never really happened. She said,
“you know, we all have these great and lofty goals and then reality hits and it doesn’t
really happen.” She did say there was a midyear check in, but often these were very
informal, and rarely were done on the actual evaluation form. The Maxwell evaluation
document states, “date of interim report optional.” Kevin and Rhonda both indicated
Yuban did not have a formal check-in process to monitor progress towards goals.
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David said Folgers is supposed to have a midyear reflective evaluation, and his
interpretation of midyear is December or January, but his did not happen until late March.
This was frustrating to him because by the time he got the information, “with Spring
break and the school year ending in early June, it left little time to make any adjustments
from the reflection.” The Folgers midyear review is not really based on the goals written
at the beginning of the year, it is essentially held to discuss the information gathered from
the staff surveys and interviews. Mary described the process this way,
They did a midyear survey of the staff and they did it just before Christmas,
which was not the best timing. . . . met with me and then went through the results
of the midyear survey and we kind of talked about areas that were identified and
what was being done about those areas. Then in the spring, they came out and
they interviewed the entire staff . . . sat down with every staff member and
interviewed the entire staff about my performance. . . . And then we sat down and
talked about after they interviewed staff, of how those interviews had gone. Then,
and this one is supposed to be by June, I submitted my summary of how I had
done towards my goals and then we met . . . and reviewed all of that and she [the
evaluator] kind of added things to that.
The principals did not experience a specific monitoring of their progress
throughout the evaluation cycle, rather the monitoring of goals during the year was up to
the individual principal to monitor. The documents and reports from the participants from
Folgers indicate a midyear review, to elicit information from the staff about the
performance of the principal. The information was provided to the principal although
both principals expressed frustration about the timing of the staff surveys and interviews.
At this midyear point, if specific concerns were raised, the principal would be
provided with information about how to address the specific concerns. This coaching
from their evaluator during the process is important in supporting the principal’s
continued growth and professional development.
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Support in Principal Development
When asked if the evaluation process helped in their professional development,
the principals’ responses were varied. Tammy indicated the evaluation process did not
really support her development, she felt she had to go out and solicit her own support.
She felt having a coach or mentor assigned to her would be much more helpful for her
development. David felt that there were many other things that were responsible for his
development as a principal. He indicated he would give it a five on a scale of one to ten
for supporting his development. Rhonda said it did not help her development as a
principal. Natalie felt it does help her development as a principal, but feels it “depends on
whether your evaluator is frank with you and actually gives you suggestions.” She
indicated Gary was effective at giving her specific ideas of what to try and what he
wanted to see from her. Kevin felt the evaluation process helps his development by
giving him direction and validating the work he is doing. He said, “It gives me guidance
along what direction I need to move my staff and school.” Mary also felt the process
supported her development because it causes her to slow down and remember all of the
things she is doing and still needs to do, it forces her to develop a plan for accomplishing
the goals she established. Two of the participating principals felt the principal evaluation
process supported their development as a professional leader; four did not see that
connection. The researcher felt the influence of the evaluation process might have been
present, but not necessarily perceived as professional development by the principals.
Influence and Benefits of the Principal Evaluation Process
When discussing the influence the principal evaluation process may have on the
way they evaluate their own school staff, the principals indicated it does influence their
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own practice. In some instances, the principals wanted to emulate their process and in
others, they wanted to be sure to conduct the evaluation process differently because they
did not like aspects of their evaluation. Tammy finds the principal evaluation to be less
helpful than the teachers, because “with the teachers, the conversation is ongoing and you
can observe things as they evolve. With the principals, the evaluator is not able to have
ongoing conversations and see the changes over time.” David spoke of his frustration of
his own evaluation experience and the things about his evaluation that he does not like, as
a result, he has worked to make sure he treats his staff differently than he has been
treated. He gave a specific example of the blurring of personal and professional lines and
in his opinion; his evaluator often crosses those lines. Therefore, he consistently
maintains professionalism and confidentiality with his staff. He said he is friendly, but
does not fraternize with them socially. His evaluator was a former principal at his school
and still maintains many friendships with teachers at the school and according to David,
sometimes makes assumptions about how he is doing based on the impression of her
friends on the staff.
Mary finds her evaluation process to be a positive influence on evaluating her
staff because she uses it to align her goals for the district with the teachers’ goals. She
said, “I direct them or guide them in their goal setting to align with my goals, which align
to the district goals.” Rhonda also indicated the alignment of her evaluation to the
professional standards for educational leaders was an influence on her making sure her
teachers’ evaluations are aligned to the professional teaching standards. In each
instance, principals reported their evaluation process having influence on how they in
turn evaluate staff, which is an aspect of their own professional development. This
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influence is a benefit derived from the evaluation process. Additional benefits principals
experience from their evaluation process were also shared.
When discussing the benefits of the evaluation process they experienced,
principals reported appreciating the opportunity for reflecting on the progress being
made. Kevin said he finds the conversation to be the most beneficial. “If you were to ask
me to just sit down and write out my own reflection, I don’t find that as valuable.” He
considers the opportunity to reflect and process with the superintendent as being
“validating, therapeutic and cathartic.” According to Tammy, the validation that she is
doing the right things is very beneficial. She also appreciates the forum the process
affords by allowing her superintendent to tell her what she needs to focus on in the future.
Natalie reported having the superintendent share the big picture with her as being the
most beneficial aspect of the evaluation process. She said she has three board members
affiliated with her school and finds it helpful to know what the perception is concerning
her and her school. She indicated this information comes out through the evaluation
process. Mary felt similar, that the feedback is the most beneficial. She claimed, “you
take the feedback and you learn from it and you use it, you know it’s somebody else’s
perspective … it gets you thinking about how you can do things differently, better.”
While David shared many frustrations about his experience of being evaluated as a
principal, he indicated he has benefited from the requirement to assure his goals are
measurable. He uses that in evaluating his teachers, he pushes them to have goals that are
measurable, he requires them to collect evidence to demonstrate success towards their
goals and he requires examples from them, similar to the process required of him by his
evaluator.
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In addition to sharing the perceived benefits of the evaluation process, principals
also reported the aspects of the process they did not perceive as being beneficial. All of
the principals reported finding little value in the need to put the information and
reflection on paper. Kevin said, “I don’t know if I get a lot of value filling out
paperwork.” Rhonda finds the timing of her evaluation to be “horrible.” Because they
wait for the test scores to come out in August before completing the evaluation for the
previous school year, she finds this to be hard to reflect back on what happened last year
when she is in the throes of preparing for the current school year. This timing forces me
to “be talking about things I did last year and my mind is not even there anymore…I
think doing it in June, even without the test scores, I think I would be able to listen and
process more.”
Principals reported experiencing benefit from aspects of the process, which also
influence the way they evaluate their own staff members. They also shared aspects that
they felt were not helpful to their development as a leader. These experiences are
important to understand and the researcher was also interested in determining specific
performance measurements used in the evaluation process. In other words, what would
be used to determine whether the principal was being effective in the areas deemed to be
important as agreed upon by the principals’ goals and aligned to the Districts’ strategic
plans and professional standards.
Performance Measurements Used in the Evaluation
Similar to the autonomy afforded to the principals in selecting their goals for the
evaluation process, they also have discretion in determining the performance
measurements to be used in their evaluation. David indicated whether he has met or not

88
met his objectives is based on whatever he says. He explained his goals are more task
oriented, for example, in order to address the achievement gap for his African-American
and Latino boys compared to white students, he decided to focus on creating awareness
of this learning gap with his staff. To introduce them to strategies that could be used to
more effectively engage these students in their classrooms. His goals were to have a
certain number of conversations in staff meetings, put information into some of the
weekly staff memos and to have five trainings during the school year. His performance
was not based on whether the African-American and Latino boys performed better, it was
simply based on whether he completed the tasks he had listed in his goals. David
indicated that he scheduled the various tasks to be sure that all of the things he said he
would do would be completed within the agreed upon time frame.
Mary reported feeling the performance measures used for her evaluation were
predominately the staff surveys and interviews. She said, “you’re supposed to have
SMART goals that are measurable and all that, but you know in the end, not much of it
gets measured or is even measurable, it’s really the staff input and observations.”
SMART goals is an acronym for goals that are specific, measurable, attainable, realist
and timely. Rhonda reported Yuban relies heavily on the parent surveys that are done at
the Open House in the spring. She views this as problematic because parents can take the
survey as many times as they wish, so one disgruntled parent could skew the data if they
took multiple surveys. Kevin, who is also in Yuban, reported the superintendent using
her walk-throughs at the school site, parent surveys, the parent leadership council and the
teacher leadership council as ways to elicit information about his performance during the
year.
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According to Tammy, in Maxwell, observation and her newsletters are the
measurements used for her performance. She also said, “I think if I had teachers over
there all of the time complaining about me, that would be a problem.” She also indicated
that student achievement data was an important measurement even though it is not
specifically stated in her evaluation, she knows the superintendent monitors that. She
also felt her superintendent got input from the assistant superintendents and other district
office personnel regarding the various aspects of her responsibilities, such as budget
management, effective teacher evaluations and implementation of core curriculum.
Natalie confirmed Tammy’s comments and validated that while she knows Gary
monitors test scores, it is not specifically addressed in the evaluation. She felt the
performance measures are “kind of subjective.”
The principals generally felt the information gathered by the evaluator was
accurate, but there was wide variation in the amount of time evaluators spent at the
principals’ schools. In Maxwell, Gary has the principals provide him with the evidence
of progress towards meeting standards and or goals. According to Natalie, “he wants us
to update all of our goals and tell him what we’re doing before he writes our evaluation
because a lot of this stuff, he doesn’t know. There’s no way he can know if we’re doing
it or not.” Tammy described how she provided her own input, “I take my goals and then
under each bullet, I write what I’ve done and then he takes that and writes my
evaluation.” Natalie continued to explain that she believes Gary receives information
from the assistant superintendents, “we have very supportive assistant superintendents
who make a point of complimenting and calling out good things that principals do and
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copying Gary on emails.” She indicated this information is in addition to the test scores
and benchmark results he also receives regarding each school’s academic achievement.
Kevin indicated Joyce, has an accurate understanding of the work he does,
If she was asked to describe what type of principal I was, she would be able to do
that, because I feel she knows me, she knows my style, she knows what I’m
working on, she knows what my initiatives are.
The process for gathering information in Maxwell and Yuban was much more passive
than in Folgers. David reported seeing his evaluator almost every week because part of
her involvement with the school was based on her role as the Assistant Superintendent of
Education Services. According to David, Williams could possibly go into program
improvement, so she met with his leadership team regularly to plan and take actions
aimed at improving student achievement and preventing them from going into program
improvement. He said, “I had so much contact with her … I felt it was a little too much.”
He indicated he was not always clear when she was working with him in her role of
Assistant Superintendent of C & I and when she was functioning as his evaluator. Mary
also raised this concern, she found the lines of the roles became very blurry, she said,
“It’s convoluted because you’re like, are we in the complaint process, are we in the
evaluation process, are we in the friends process or are we in the boss-employee?” Mary
stated,
I’ve come to the conclusion that the big thing about the evaluation process is who
the evaluator is because I’ve had evaluators using the exact same process who . . .
. hand you this glowing thing back and you never see them in between. I’ve had
that and then I’ve had like what I had last year where it was people coming to
staff meetings and talking to me about how a staff meeting went and sometimes
telling you how to do things in between, so I’ve come to the conclusion that more
than the system, it’s the person and their take on things that can have a bigger
impact on the thing.
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Rhonda indicated frustration with the principal evaluation process and feels it is
less beneficial to her now than it was when she first started. She noted that because of
the teacher’s union, teachers have input on the evaluation process because it has to be
negotiated with the union. Principals do not have a union and essentially have no say in
the process or the tools used. She indicated the process should be differentiated based on
the experience of the principal. She proposed an alternative principal evaluation process
similar to the one allowed for teachers in her district that have proven to be successful
teachers for a number of years. She suggested principals could conduct a local research
project at their site, “it would have to be something that’s measurable, something that I’m
passionate about, something that I’m thinking or where I am in my career as a principal.”
Summary of How the Principal Evaluation Process is Conducted and Experienced
by Elementary Principals
In both Maxwell and Yuban, the superintendent exclusively evaluates the
principals. These two districts are slightly smaller than Folgers, which uses Assistant
Superintendents to evaluate the principals. All of the districts use similar paperwork for
the goal setting and evaluation documents, with Maxwell and Folgers having almost
identical evaluation forms (Appendix C). Principals also report the process and
documents are influenced by the school administrator professional standards, the
CAPSELs. All of the principals report having to align their goals and evaluation to the
specific district’s strategic plan. Principals in Maxwell and Yuban report progress
monitoring as being an informal and self-monitoring system. Essentially, nothing is
required of them at this stage and it is up to them whether they review and reflect on their
progress. Folgers’ principals reported a midyear staff survey that is heavily weighted in
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their evaluation. Principals were varied in their perceptions of the helpfulness of the
evaluation process in their development as a principal. Tammy felt a mentor would be
much more beneficial in her development and Kevin reported the evaluation process
helping his development because it gives him guidance along what direction to move his
school and staff. All of the principals reported their evaluations as having an influence
on how they evaluate their school staff. In one instance, with David, his experience has
influenced him in what he does not do as well as what he does for teacher and staff
evaluation.
All principals reported the process as having benefit, with the specific feedback
provided being the most beneficial. It was reported as helpful to get someone else’s
perspective. Putting the information down on paper was found to be the least beneficial
aspect of the process. The timing of the process was also an expressed concern for
Rhonda, since Yuban does not conclude the principal evaluation until the previous school
year’s data is in, the evaluation for the last school year happens as principals are
beginning the new school year. Rhonda felt the timing was a challenge because she is
intently looking forward and it is a challenge to reflect on the previous year. She felt
having the final evaluation in June would be more helpful than the Yuban process of
having it in early September. Yuban was the district that directly included student
achievement data in the principal evaluation. Maxwell’s principals reported that student
achievement data was important to their superintendent but they indicated it was not
specifically addressed in the evaluation. Principals at Folgers indicated the most
important measure seemed to be the staff evaluations. David said he would prefer his
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evaluation process to be more focused on student and teacher data than on subjective
teacher input.
Principal Evaluators Descriptions
An important aspect to understanding the principal evaluation process is to
understand the perceptions and experiences of the individuals responsible for conduction
the evaluations. Refer to Table 1 for a brief illustration of the principal evaluators. This
section focuses on understanding the experiences of the process as experienced and
expressed by the evaluators.
Research Question 2: How is the principal evaluation process conducted as described
and experienced by principal evaluators in a Northern California school district?
Position of the Principal Evaluator
In understanding the contextual factors of the principal evaluation process, it is
important to know a bit about the person responsible for conducting the principals’
evaluations. Gary reported that in two previous districts he had worked in, the principal
evaluations were divided up with assistant superintendents and some Directors in
Education Services evaluating principals. He indicated that he had previously evaluated
principals when he was an assistant superintendent, although he acknowledged he never
had any formal training for evaluating principals, rather he just emulated the process he
used when he evaluated teachers. He did report attending workshops and reading books
that provided the background he used to evaluate principals. He felt that Maxwell was a
small enough school district that he could do all of the evaluations, although he does
solicit input from the assistant superintendents. He stated in his first few years he had the
assistant superintendents conduct the evaluations because it forced them to be more
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involved with what was going on at the schools. For the last three years, he has been the
exclusive evaluator of the principals because the assistant superintendents convinced him
that the principals really wanted to hear from him, they wanted to know what he thought
about their performance. Joyce indicated she wants to evaluate the principals in her
district and she appreciates that the size of her district allows her to do that. Like Gary,
Joyce reported not receiving formal training for evaluating principals and that had not
been a responsibility of hers prior to coming to Yuban. She indicated she just borrowed
from her experience of evaluating teachers as well as from her experience as a principal
being evaluated. She indicated her personal experience of being evaluated when she was
a principal was inconsistent and often not even completed. She indicated it definitely
was not done annually and was not a meaningful experience. Like Gary and Joyce,
Sharon also stated she had not received any formalized training in evaluating principals,
like the other evaluators, she drew upon her own experience of evaluating principals and
of being evaluated when she was a principal. She found the process a bit more
meaningful than Gary or Joyce, perhaps because she was still working in the same district
and felt comfortable with the principal evaluation process being used, although the
district had updated their forms from the ones used when she was a principal.
When asked why the superintendent did not conduct the principal evaluations,
Sharon was unsure who decided assistant superintendents should evaluate the principals
in Folgers, but shared that has been the process for at least eight years because this was
the process used when she was a principal. In addition to knowing who actually conducts
the evaluations, it is also important to understand the process used for evaluation. A
critical aspect to understanding the process is in understanding the documents used in the
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process. In order to understand the documents, it is also important to understand how the
specific documents were developed.
Joyce reported she looked at what the previous superintendent had done when she
came to the district and it was very simplistic, a piece of paper with four squares. She
said she had come from a district where they had “the total opposite with a 10 page
document with a rubric and aligned to everything on the face of the earth.” She knew that
was too much, but also felt the evaluation process she inherited from the previous
superintendent was not enough. She said she formed a management team committee to
look at all of the tools that were out there and then came up with the first draft of the
current principal evaluation document. She then added the explicit required activities
that she calls “non-negotiables,” to the document the second year to require principals to
give examples of how they had implemented those required initiatives. She said,
I feel strongly that there has to be an absolute tie between my evaluation and on
what the principals are evaluated on because I can’t do anything unless they do
it… So I felt that they need to be totally aligned with what it is we’re going to
determine as our success indicators.
She explained that the committee came up with 20 success indicators for all of her
management team. Those became the ones that really drove the points that everyone in
the district would be evaluated on. She said the timeline of the evaluation process she
inherited was the principal doing his or her goal setting at the beginning of the year and
then the superintendent writing the evaluation at the end of the year. She said that
process did not work for her because, “we wouldn’t have all of the test scores and that
was a real important thing for me. I had to make sure we had student performance data in
the principal’s evaluation.” She specified she puts the goal setting and the evaluation on
the same form. Her principals establish their goals based on the previous year’s data and
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she uses that data to evaluate them on improving student achievement. For instance,
Kevin would be evaluated on his performance on the 2010-11 school year based on the
student achievement data that comes for his school in late August of 2011. This is the
Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Results (http://www.cde.ca.gov) which is
reported annually for every public school in California. This data would also be analyzed
by Kevin to determine what areas of student achievement need to be focused on and he
would use that information to write his goals for the 2011-12 school year.
Sharon reported the process being used in Folgers has only been in place for four
years. She indicated her district borrowed the format from a County Office of Education
and then according to Sharon, “we tweaked the format a little bit so it would meet our
needs. We wanted to make sure it would be universal for both classified and certificated
management.” She went on to explain,
We also wanted it to include something in there with goals for closing the
Achievement Gap, and also goals that either matched the Administrative
Professional Standards, or if you’re a classified manager, something in your job
description. And then some other goal that you and your supervisor agree on, so
that way it always has something about growth and something about closing the
Achievement Gap and the third can be something else from either of those areas.
She added they also wanted to have a component that was like a universal survey. She
explained, the survey has two parts to it, there is a part where the principal writes their
goal and then the other part is where the evaluator writes what they have observed and
notes whether or not the principal met his or her goals. There is also a continuum that
aligns to the survey, or the survey to the continuum. She explained,
When I’m writing the final end of the year summary, I can look at our continuum
that we have… I can look at these comments from the survey and I have a key
that matches each area the questions fall under on the continuum and then I can
use this to justify where I check the person off on our continuum.
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Gary explained the evaluation tool he uses was a hybrid from his previous district with
adjustment to align with the district strategic plan. Since the evaluation process is
reportedly linked to the District’s strategic plan, it is important to understand the strategic
plan and the alignment to the principal evaluation process.
Each of the evaluators indicated the principal evaluations are aligned to their
district strategic plan. Gary reported that Maxwell spent tremendous time creating their
strategic plan. He explained that he started the process in his first year with Maxwell.
He pulled together 70 people who were representative of all aspects of the district and
surrounding community to establish core beliefs for the district. According to Gary,
We ended up with our core beliefs and from that we built our learning standards
and then from that we distilled into, what are the basic things that we want to
make sure we’re focusing our work on and at that time we came up with four
main goals: Close the achievement gap while raising the achievement of all
students; Ensure effective communication; Attract, support and retain exemplary
employees; and to help students become caring, responsible citizens in society.

He said he added a fifth goal because he realized they needed a financial goal as well.
According to Gary, by having the principal evaluations aligned to the district strategic
plan, it “forces the work all the way down the system.” Sharon confirmed that the
principals in Folgers “look at our closing the Achievement Gap plan to come up with a
goal that is associated with that.” Joyce indicated they added a professional development
plan for their district, and the principals have to align their goals to the district’s
professional development plan. Joyce also spoke of the need to have principals’
evaluations aligned to hers, she said, “I feel strongly that there has to be an absolute tie
between my evaluation and what the principals are evaluated on because I can’t do
anything unless they do it.” She described the process the school board and management
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team went through to determine the success indicators for the various departments and
areas of focus in the district, which became the criteria for evaluating everybody in the
district. The information provided by the principal evaluators is helpful in understanding
the structure of the evaluation process, and it is also important to understand how the
evaluation process determines effective or ineffective performance of the principal. For
that reason, it is important to understand the actual measures used to assess the
principals’ performance.
Performance Measures
In discussing the various performance measures used by principal evaluators,
there was discussion regarding the use of various types of data. Yuban’s principal
evaluator seemed the most intent on evaluating her principals based on student data.
Joyce discussed her use of data in the principal evaluation process.
They have to show me how they are using student data and we look at all the
different data points, we have survey data, we have walk-through data, we have
our benchmark assessments, so when they come to talk to me they show me the
data… I look at parent survey data and anything lower than 85% satisfaction rate
is something that they have to work on. We talk about all of their student
performance data.
She explained that she has a binder for each of the schools with all of the data she
mentioned and before meeting with each principal, she goes through the data and
highlights the areas she wants to talk about with them. She said she also discusses the
goals that have been selected to determine how each will be measured. She gave the
example of Kevin indicating he was going to walk through each classroom every two
weeks and provide feedback to teachers about rigor in their classrooms. She said she
discussed the mechanics of meeting that goal with him, such as scheduling the visits and
determining what the feedback he provided to teachers would look like. This was to
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support her expectation that Kevin would collect data to demonstrate meeting the
identified goal. The document used by Yuban has the principal identify the success
indicators the principal will use to assess their progress on goals.
Sharon indicated in Folgers, there is a focus on student achievement data, but it is
not part of the evaluation. She said,
It wouldn’t show up in the evaluation, but this past year, the Superintendent and
the Assistant Superintendent of C and I (Curriculum and Instruction) met with
each principal to talk to them about their test scores and also teachers who are in
need of support (laughs) or a kick in the pants, and what they were going to do to
get them motivated.
She also said if they receive a lot of complaints from staff that would be an indicator of a
performance problem. She did not provide specific measures used, although she did
indicate the staff surveys and interviews were an important part of determining the
principals’ performance. She addressed how the information was gathered, but did not
provide specifics about what was being measured.
When Gary was asked about the performance measures used, he replied,
Okay, so they’re going to say it’s pretty subjective because it is. I use the
performance measures of student achievement and they know that I do, which
puts quite a bit of pressure on them. Clearly, it’s not the sole measure, but it is a
key measure. Another measure is how well they’ve been able to implement
things like the benchmark assessments.
Gary did address the aspect of subjectivity by saying he is careful with community and
teachers’ input because it is based on individual perceptions and interactions. He says he
considers that fact and looks for patterns rather than isolated information. While all
principal evaluators spoke of the importance of student achievement data as a
performance measure, only Maxwell and Yuban claim to use it as part of the principal
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evaluation. It is noted these are the two districts in which the superintendent is the
evaluator.
Gary indicated one of the ways Maxwell monitors the principals’ progress is the
public report his principals have to make to the school board,
That’s how we’re ensuring that we are moving forward, because when they have
to publicly report how they’re doing on these things then they make sure that
they’re going to pay attention to what’s there.
He further explained it is based on his observations, his interactions with them during the
year and what the principals report to him. He also solicits input from the Directors and
Assistant Superintendents.
Joyce felt a public reporting process was a set up, she said that in her previous
district, the principals had to present their midyear progress to the Cabinet; which
consists of the Superintendent, Assistant Superintendents and Directors. The review
included their benchmark data for student achievement and all of the subgroup data. She
explained, “it was a very painful process for the principals and it was very public, it was
in front of everybody and they lied - in order to save face. It was a set up.”
Joyce went on to explain that she would like to start having midyear data chats
with her principals, but does not feel they are ready for that yet because when she came to
the district, they were not very data driven. She stated, “they didn’t even look at their test
scores, they didn’t know their API, it was like a foreign language to them.” She feels
they have gotten better at looking at data, but stated, “it is not yet in everybody’s DNA.”
She indicated that when her principals really understand their school’s benchmark data,
she would begin what she calls, “belly to bellies.” This would be a midyear data review
with each of her principals. She indicated it is very time consuming, which becomes a
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barrier to conducting these meetings. As previously mentioned, Folgers superintendent
did have data chats with each principal, but it is not reflected in the principal’s
evaluation.
In all three of the districts, the principals conduct self-reflection on their progress
of the goals they establish for the school year. Gary said he monitors principals’ progress
in a variety of ways,
A lot of it is going to be observation and then input that I’m getting from other
people, staff and parents… There’s also other hard data, student achievement
data, disaggregated data … low income kids, Hispanics. What do your
suspensions look like? It depends on the situation… What’s happening with the
staff there… what is the principal doing with those teachers that aren’t doing
things that are good for kids? Is the principal giving them professional
development? Documenting instances that should be documented.
Gary discussed this as it relates to the principals’ evaluation and he feels the principals
are very tough on themselves. As a result, he does not make many changes to the
information they provide to him on their end of the year reflection of their progress
towards their goals. He said, “I usually close with, I recommend you include the
following for next year.”
Joyce shared that at the end of the year, the principals go back over what they put
as their goals and success indicators and show the evidence of how they met the various
goals. Joyce indicated some skepticism on mere self-reflections,
I’ve been through the whole process where they come in and they do this rubric
and they evaluate themselves, and it was very time consuming they were never
honest (laughs)… I hate to say this, I didn’t really care what they thought they
did, all I cared about was what I thought they did (laughs). And that sounds very
self-serving, but in the end, I had to get rid of two principals and if I had given
them their own rubrics, they would’ve thought they were doing a great job, so I
guess I just never saw the point of it.
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Sharon claimed she is able to monitor principals’ progress because she “made it a point to
be at the school sites a lot and talked with teachers quite a bit.” While the principal
evaluators feel they have mechanisms for monitoring the performance of the principals,
they also reported challenges and actions they have taken as part of the principal
evaluation process.
Challenges of Evaluating Principals
Principal evaluators reported difficulty in the evaluation process; specifically it
can be a challenge because even if the person is not performing in the way the evaluator
wants them to perform, there is still recognition that the role of being a principal is a
daunting one. Therefore, telling a hardworking principal they are not being effective is
hard. Gary said that is the most challenging aspect of evaluating principals,
The great majority of them are trying so hard . . . so, on the one’s that I don’t feel
are achieving the way I’d like for them to achieve… once I provide them with
support in many different ways… If there isn’t the kind of improvement I think
the school should be seeing, having that hard one-on-one conversation about
what’s not working. . . . but the bottom line for us is making sure the kids are
getting what they should be getting.
Sharon felt it was more of a challenge when she was newer in her position. She
commented, “five years ago, it was a challenge because I felt like I was evaluating my
colleagues.” Now she feels that she has figured out how to balance giving constructive
feedback and also letting principals know the positive things they are doing. She said,
“I’d say a difficult thing I had to do this year was to tell a principal that if she didn’t
correct things then she would be looking for a new job.” She also felt finding the time to
get to the schools enough to accurately assess the principals’ performance is also
difficult.
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For Joyce, the most challenging aspect is making sure that she has a balance
between reinforcing all of the good things they are doing, while continuing to challenge
them to keep reaching their stretch goals. She laughed and said that at times she wants to
tell them, “My God, you’re doing such a great job, lighten up. But I can’t because our
system doesn’t let us let up.”
Ultimately, an important part of the process is actually taking action from the
information gathered in the principal’s evaluation process. For these evaluators, it often
means having to release a principal from his or her job. Gary talked about making the
hard decision to remove a principal from his or her role and reassign them back to the
classroom. According to Gary, if the principal has worked for the District for three
years, unless they do something illegal, you cannot simply fire them, you remove them
from their position as a principal and place them back into the classroom. Sharon
indicated she would be writing an improvement plan for the principal. Sharon said she
would have to determine by February whether to keep the principal for the following year
or to reassign her to the classroom.
In sharing his experience of the principal evaluation process, Gary described it as
A very powerful and useful tool that forces communication that otherwise might
not happen. I see it underused or not used effectively enough in some of the
districts where I’ve worked, by some administrators I’ve worked for… I see it as
part of a continuous improvement for an organization such as a school district. I
think it is very important.
Gary further shared his own transparency with his evaluation from the School Board,
which he shares with all of his Assistant Superintendents and Directors. He feels it is
important to model evaluation from the top. He indicated he does not expect anything
from anyone that he does not expect from himself.
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Joyce shared,
Honestly, it’s not about the evaluation, it’s not about the paper, it’s not about any
of that, I don’t think. I think the proof is in the pudding, I think you know when
the principals know that they’re being successful, that’s what drives them to
continue. And I think when principals aren’t successful meeting their own goals,
that’s when they start suffering from burnout, dissatisfaction or whatever. I think
I’m really cynical about evaluations the older I get. I think they take a lot of time
and I wonder, seriously, what do you really think the return on investment might
be.
She explained that it really depends on what you feel is the evaluation process, because in
her mind the evaluation process is not about a piece of paper, “the word is process, not
document.”
Summary of the Principal Evaluation Process as Experienced and Described by
Principal Evaluators
In two of the three participating districts, the superintendent exclusively evaluates
the principals. In all three of the districts, the evaluation is aligned to their strategic
plans, which were developed by the significant stakeholders in the respective districts.
The performance measures used in the evaluation are based on student achievement data,
and input from students and parents obtained through surveys. All of the evaluators
reported the importance of using student achievement data to measure principals’
performance, but Folgers does not specifically address student achievement data in their
principal evaluations. The monitoring of progress is largely up to the principal as they
provide reflection and evidence on their progress towards their annual goals. Evaluators
reported the greatest challenges of the evaluation being time, providing balanced
feedback and sometimes having to tell a hard working principal they are not being
effective enough and therefore need to look for a job elsewhere or be placed back in a
classroom.
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All evaluators report believing the principal evaluation process is important. One
of the superintendents feels it has the potential to be an influential way to communicate
and bring continuous improvement in a district. The other superintendent feels the
process is valuable, but does not necessarily think there is value in the written aspect of
the evaluation process. She feels the value comes in the conversations. Both the
principals and the principal evaluators indicated the information provided in the
evaluation process was beneficial, so it is important to understand how performance
feedback is provided to principals in this process from the perspective of the principals
and their evaluators.
Performance Feedback
The information provided as part of the principal evaluation process is an
important element. It is essential that we understand the type of feedback provided in the
process, the benefits of the feedback and ultimately the actions taken as a result of the
feedback provided in the principal evaluation process.
Research Question 3: How does the evaluation process provide performance feedback
for the principal?
Type of Feedback
In understanding how the evaluation process provides performance feedback to
principals, it is important to understand the types of feedback that are provided in the
evaluation process. Tammy reported the feedback she is typically given in her evaluation
is, “she is on the right track,” that she needs to continue the work she is doing, such as her
focus on the core instructional program and boosting intervention programs. Kevin
reported getting mostly growth feedback, “along the lines of, continue to do this, make
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progress with this. It’s more about continuing to do certain things.” Mary reported that
all of the feedback she receives is written on the document. She indicated that in addition
to the written information on the evaluation form, she also receives the teachers’
responses on the surveys and a copy of all of the comments from the teacher interviews.
She then said that she does have conversations with her evaluator and those are not
written down. She indicated this is part of the blurry lines because she is unclear if the
conversations she has with her evaluator are in Sharon’s role as the Assistant
Superintendent of Human Resources or if they are in her role as evaluator.
Joyce opined, “we’re always quick to let people know when they haven’t done a
good job, but we probably don’t validate them as much as we should.” She said one way
she provides positive feedback to the principals is at Board meetings. She stated, “I try to
get in my shots of praise for the Board, so the Board hears and the principals know the
Board is hearing.”
Tammy indicated the feedback she gets is all documented, although she recalled
the end of her evaluation meeting the previous year in which the superintendent reminded
her to make sure she was getting into the classrooms twice a week. She said he did not
write that on the evaluation, he just mentioned it as she was leaving. She wondered why
he would say that to her. She said, “After he said that, I was thinking, does he think I’m
slipping on that?” She then decided if it had been something he was really concerned
about, he would have written it on her evaluation. Kevin indicated the conversation
during the final evaluation and the information written on the document is the basis for
receiving performance feedback.
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According to Rhonda, she receives feedback under each of the categories in her
evaluation and it is based on data. If the scores drop in an area, she gets feedback like,
“work with Ed[ucation] Services to make sure you’re looking at best practices in terms of
interventions.” She reports this as being helpful, but not something she would not
already have done on her own.
Gary felt his evaluation tool was a good mechanism for providing principals with
feedback. He said, “it’s a kind of cross between check boxes and narration.” He
acknowledged that some might not think it is that good, “but for me, it’s working pretty
well.” Gary indicated that he documents almost everything. The items he does not
document are “just friendly scuttlebutt … not significant enough at that point, or I didn’t
hear from enough sources.” He did say that if he continued to get that type of
information the following year, then he would document it.
Joyce said the mechanism used for the feedback depends on the severity of what
she needs to tell them and whether she anticipates ramifications down the road. She gave
an example of a principal that had done something, “really stupid.” Joyce said,
I went to her office and I read her the riot act. I told her how disappointed I was
and she apparently took it to heart… I’m not going to document that because it
was bad, truthfully, I don’t want to see it concretized. She knows what she did and
it’s never going to be tolerated again.
Joyce explained that if it were a principal she wanted to get rid of, she would document
the information. But if it is a person she wants to keep that just needs a little work, or
even if it is a significant issue, but not something she wants to permanently record, then
she would not write it on the document. She indicated that she will give lots of verbal
feedback about areas needing improvement and then if she does not think they are a
keeper, she will let them know that she plans to remove them as a principal the following
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school year. She gives them enough notice so they can choose to resign and try to find a
job somewhere else. Since she has to tell them in March if they will not be returning the
following year as a principal, she said, “I’m not big on the formal document.”
Tammy stated the most common type of information she is given is about a parent
contacting the district office to complain about something. She felt the negative
comments come more frequently than the positive ones. Natalie did not feel that she was
receiving much feedback that she felt was of an evaluative nature. Kevin indicated the
most common feedback he receives is on student achievement, attendance data and
teacher performance, specifically those few that he is working to improve their
performance. The superintendent will debrief with him about how the teacher is
progressing or potential next steps. David felt the most common topic of his feedback
was the staff interviews. While Rhonda is also in Folgers, she reported the feedback
being about student achievement, the budget process, community involvement and
relationships with the school community, which includes staff.
Tammy commented that there is a “huge disconnect,” regarding the feedback she
receives. She feels that her evaluator does not have a true understanding of all of the
things she manages at her school. She mentioned many CPS [Child Protective Services]
issues that she needs to deal with that result in the police being on her campus. She
mentioned several unanticipated things that can occur on a school campus that her
evaluator does not even know about. Natalie indicated that when she does hear of a
concern regarding something at her campus, she does not necessarily feel it is fair. She
recalled an incident where a board member had told the superintendent there was
inadequate supervision on her campus, but the superintendent did not bother to check
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with her about the matter. She said she did not learn of it until several weeks later and by
then it was treated as if it was fact rather than one person’s perception. Regarding the
evaluation feedback she recently received, Rhonda reported,
My evaluation for the most part was positive and did include test scores and
specific ways to address them. My API went down from 941 to 934. And my
third grade scores are not what they could be so I will address those areas of need
this year. I did not feel good when I left the meeting though. The work just
seems to get more and more unattainable… The emphasis on the test scores seems
to be all that is discussed or seems to have meaning now. And isn't it interesting
that although our API is 934 I feel as though somehow I have failed.
David did not feel the feedback he received was balanced or accurate. He felt it should
have been based more on student achievement data rather than on the staff perception
surveys and interviews. He said, “I really felt it was unfair and I think if I had been in a
different situation I would have gone to somebody… Not that is was bad, but I felt that
the information obtained wasn’t done in the way that it should have been done.”
Although both Rhonda and David expressed some frustration in the feedback received,
all participants also reported benefits from the feedback aspect of the principal evaluation
process.
Benefits of Feedback
Getting information about the job they are doing as perceived by their evaluator is
beneficial for principals. Tammy gave an example of a community member letting the
superintendent know that she had noticed an emphasis on learning and the instructional
program with more attention being paid to supporting students who needed to be
accelerated. Kevin reported,
When I do get feedback and information, it helps me kind of make the tweaks that
I need or add programs, or reevaluate programs or teachers, so that I can kind of
move us in the direction of meeting our goals.
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Mary felt there is benefit to knowing how she can do certain things differently, hopefully
better and the feedback gives her that information.
Natalie reported she has taken specific action based on the feedback provided to
her in her evaluation process. Specifically, she mentioned attending specific professional
development based on comments from the superintendent. Rhonda affirmed, “I’ve done
everything that was suggested that I do, that’s the point of the evaluation… I actually
agree with it because it’s data driven… Making something better is not anything I
disagree with.” Kevin felt the actions tend to come more from the goal setting and not
the final evaluation.
Even though David reported feeling the information gathered was not done in a
fair way, he did take action on the feedback given by his evaluator. Specifically, when he
was told that his staff did not think he had credibility as an elementary principal because
the majority of his experience was in middle school. He said, “she told me about a book,
so I went through and read that in June and came back and I think I even quoted it in
some of my staff memos.” Another action he took based on feedback he received was
having a frank conversation with his staff about the perception that they were divided into
two camps. Mary shared a similar story, when she was given specific feedback about
building relationships with staff, specifically her non-teaching staff. She said, “I’d never
been at a school with a large classified staff, so coming from that information was an
understanding that, oh, I need to pay more attention to that.” She affirmed that she does
take action on the feedback she is given whether it is in conversations or written on the
evaluation document. All principals affirm taking action on the feedback they are given
in their evaluation process.
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The feedback aspect of the principal evaluation process is an important and
beneficial part of the process. The affirmation provided to continue to do things that are
working was perceived as helpful by the principals. As an evaluator indicated, it is
important to affirm the good work principals are doing because they really do not get as
much affirmation as they should for the hard work that they do and this process allows
for that positive feedback and confirmation.
Participants reported that much of the feedback is written on the evaluation
document, there is also less formal, conversational information provided during the
evaluation cycle. Evaluators indicating they do not write those things that are less
important or may be more of a gossip like nature that are not confirmed with data. One
of the evaluators indicated taking caution about writing the feedback on the evaluation
document, even when it is a serious matter. She expressed concern about the permanency
of the information, she indicated if the person is going to respond to the corrective verbal
feedback, there is not the need to concretize it on the final evaluation document. All
participants reported the benefit of the feedback as being valuable for allowing
adjustment to practices to continue to improve their performance. Often the adjustment
was simply to continue those actions that were bringing positive outcomes.
Summary of Findings
This study was designed to examine the principal evaluation process in three
public school districts in Northern California. The study explored the evaluation process
as experienced by elementary school principals. In addition, the study investigated the
process of principal evaluations from the perspective of the principal evaluator.
Specifically the study focused on the implementation, performance measurements used
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and the feedback provided to principals during the principal evaluation process. The
participants shared their experiences of the principal evaluation process.
This study supported understanding the current principal evaluation process and
provided insight into areas that principals find beneficial as well as the areas they report
not being beneficial. In the two smaller elementary districts, the superintendent conducts
all of the principal evaluations. The larger, unified school district has the assistant
superintendents evaluate principals. The documents used to support the process are very
similar in two of the districts. This common document includes identification of
performance objectives and the activities to be performed to meet the objectives. The
document also includes a Performance Qualities Continuum, which principals report
being aligned to the CPSEL. One of the elementary districts uses a less formal document,
which is based on the performance goals chosen by the principals, however these goals
are heavily influenced by the data the superintendent has deemed most important. While
this document seems the least formal, this district’s process is the most focused on data
(Appendix C).
All three districts use goal setting as an integral part of the process, with two of
the district’s using the goals and the principals’ reflection of their progress on goals as the
greatest contributor to the final evaluation summary. In addition to the principals’ selfreflection on progress towards goals, the unified school district also relies heavily on staff
surveys and interviews for the evaluation summary. All principals from the three
participating districts report the goals needing to be aligned to each district’s strategic
plan. The superintendents in the study described the strategic plan as the guiding force
for the entire district. Therefore, they felt it was important that there be alignment from
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the district plan to the superintendent’s evaluation, to principals and finally to teachers
with the desired effective of benefiting students through improved achievement.
There was some variation reported in monitoring the progress of goals. Two of
the districts have an optional midyear check-in process, with one district claiming to have
a midyear check-in, but it is used more to share the results of the staff surveys and
interviews than to review progress of the goals established by the principal at the
beginning of the year. The principal evaluators use a variety of mechanisms for
monitoring principal’s progress. One superintendent felt the public report was an
effective way to gauge progress, while the other superintendent felt the public report was
a set up that forced principals to be dishonest in their reflection to save face. All
principal evaluators reported using observations, parent and staff input and student
benchmark data as a way to monitor progress. Only one surveyed and interviewed staff
as part of the process.
Half of the principals in the study did not feel the principal evaluation process
contributes to their development and half felt it does support their development.
Interestingly, one principal from each of the districts found it was supportive and one
from each district did not find it valuable. One principal felt a coach or mentor would be
more helpful in her development.
Only one principal reported that her principal evaluation does not influence her
evaluation of her staff members. The remaining principals all indicated their evaluation
process influenced their evaluation of staff. In one instance, the principal reported the
influence as being negative. Essentially, he seeks to make sure that he does not conduct
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his evaluation of staff the way his evaluation is conducted because he feels it is unfair,
because the lines between personal and professional are blurred for his evaluator.
All of the principals reported finding value in the principal evaluation process.
They found value in the conversations with their evaluator - one principal claimed it was
therapeutic. Other benefits included validation of knowing they were on the right track,
understanding the big picture, gaining someone else’s perspective. Additionally, having
to demonstrate specific, measurable data to show progress on goals was deemed as
helpful. Principal evaluators found benefit in affirming the work their principals were
doing as beneficial.
Having to do the paperwork was reported as the least beneficial aspect of the
process by both principals and a superintendent. The timing of her district’s process was
also reported by one of the participants, since she is already in the new school year when
she is evaluated for last school year’s performance. She felt it was hard to be reflective
when she was in the throes of the new school year. Another challenging aspect reported
by principal evaluators is having the hard conversation of letting a hard working principal
know they may not continue in that role because they are not achieving the necessary
results to move the staff and school forward. Having time to do the principal evaluation
process well was also a challenge reported by the evaluators.
Principals were largely able to determine the performance measures to be used in
their evaluations. All research participants reported student achievement data as being
important for determining effective performance, but only two of the principal evaluators
claim to use it in the evaluation process. One of the district’s seemed to be more focused
on student outcome data than the other two as demonstrated by their evaluation timeline.
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Principal evaluations are not completed until the student performance data is available,
which results in the evaluation not being completed until September of the new school
year for last year’s performance. The principal from Williams reported wishing his
performance were determined more by data and less by staff surveys and interviews.
Both principals in the district using staff surveys and interviews felt that was the most
influential component of their performance measurement. The information gathered by
evaluators regarding principal performance varied from essentially principal self-report in
one district, self-report and evidence based on data in one district and one district where
the evaluator is frequently on campus to observe the principal in meetings and at various
school events. Both principals in this district felt their evaluator was on campus too
much and felt the lines between their role at the district and their role as principal
evaluator often became blurred.
All participants reported benefits from their principal evaluation process as well
as challenges. One of the superintendents in the study felt the principal evaluation
process is an important part of a district’s continued improvement. Another
superintendent believes in the evaluation process, but perceives the paperwork aspect of
the process as less beneficial, almost stifling. The next chapter will compare the results
of this study to previous literature on the topic the researcher will explore how this study
can be used to identify the important aspects of principal evaluations as described by
principals and their evaluators. Additional worthy research topics that should be
explored further will also be discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
Summary and Discussion of Findings
The goal of this final chapter is to summarize the study that was conducted and to
provide understanding of potential implications the study findings have for current
practice and future research. As stated earlier, there is limited research in the area of the
principal evaluation process. This study affords additional insight into the principal
evaluation process as experienced by the principal and the evaluator of principals. In this
chapter, I discuss the findings for each of the research questions and examine the
confirmation and inconsistencies of previous research for each question. I then examine
and discuss the findings of this entire research study in light of the VAL-Ed conceptual
framework as illustrated in Figure 1. I then make recommendations for further research
and then I offer implications and recommendations for current practice for educators and
policy makers. I end the chapter with my own concluding remarks.
Review of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the principal evaluation process in three
public school districts in Northern California. Specifically, the study explored the
experience of the principal evaluation process from the perspectives of the participating
elementary school principals. In addition, this study investigated the process of the
evaluation from the perspective of the principal evaluator, with specific attention to the
implementation process of the evaluation, performance measurements used for the
evaluation, and the feedback provided to principals. This study sought to answer three
specific questions.
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1. How is the principal evaluation process conducted as described and experienced by
elementary principals in a Northern California School district?
2. How is the principal evaluation process conducted as described and experienced by
principal evaluators in a Northern California school district?
3. How does the evaluation process provide performance feedback for the principal?
In order to address these questions, I developed a qualitative research study of three
Northern California school districts. I focused on two elementary school principals and
the principal evaluator in each of the three districts. In examining the described
experiences, I found many of the described experiences of the principal evaluation
process to be similar and I also identified those that were divergent. Additionally, I
looked at this case study compared to the limited research on the topic to examine areas
of consistency with previous research as well as identifying variation in this study from
earlier research.
The first research question focuses on the experience as described by the
participating principals. When describing the implementation of the principal evaluation
process, there were many consistencies in their description of the implementation.
Frequency of the evaluation was consistent across all of the districts and with earlier
research findings; with all of the participating principals reporting an annual evaluation
(Kimball, Heneman & Milanowski, 2007). Rhonda commented that she did not feel an
annual evaluation was necessary for a more experienced principal. She shared that she
would like to be able to focus on specific site based issues. She proposed an alternative
principal evaluation process similar to the one allowed for teachers in her district that
have proven to be successful teachers for a number of years. She suggested principals
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could conduct a local research project at their site, “it would have to be something that’s
measurable, something that I’m passionate about, something that I’m thinking or where I
am in my career as a principal.”
In addition to considering the frequency of the implementation of principal
evaluations, it was also important to understand who was responsible for evaluating the
principals. In two of the three districts, principals reported the superintendent conducting
all of the principal evaluations. This was the case for the two elementary school districts.
It is also noted that these two districts are smaller than Folgers, a kindergarten through
high school district. The principals in Folgers reported being evaluated by an assistant
superintendent with David being evaluated by the Assistant Superintendent of
Curriculum and Instruction and Mary being evaluated by the Assistant Superintendent of
Human Resources. Neither principal knew why a particular assistant superintendent was
assigned to evaluate them. Both shared concern over their perceived blurring of the
distinction between the role and responsibilities of the evaluators’ particular job and their
role as the principal’s evaluator. David explained that he had requested to be evaluated
by the superintendent but was told that for political reasons, he should just be evaluated
by the Assistant Superintendent.
Based on this study, there seems to be a preference for having the evaluations
conducted by the superintendent, rather than by an assistant superintendent. The
superintendent could gather information from the assistants, similar to the process
Tammy and Natalie report for Maxwell, in which Gary gathers input from the assistant
superintendents in the district, but he conducts the evaluation. As David indicated, this
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would allow the principal to be evaluated by the individual responsible for establishing
the vision of the district.
Goal setting was an integral aspect of the principal evaluation process as reported
by all principals. All of the principals indicated their goals must be aligned to the
districts’ strategic plan. This district focus would seem to allow for specific context of
the individual needs of the district, however, Mary reported simply recycling her former
goals from another district where she had been a principal. She indicated she made
adjustments so that her goals from her previous district fit the Folgers’ form. She felt this
was possible because education is grappling with the same issues, regardless of the
school or district. If this were true, then a universal principal evaluation process for all
schools and districts would be possible. However, contextual, district based and school
site specifics should be considered in the goal setting and evaluation process.
The other principals in the study reported addressing the specific needs of their
school within their goals. For instance, Tammy reported focusing on communication
with the surrounding community because that was a perceived area of need. Rhonda
shared her specific focus on 3rd and 4th grade because of slight loss or minimal gains in
student achievement for English Language Arts (ELA) based on the California Standards
Test (CST) from the previous year. Clearly, these goals are specific to the individual
school needs. In examining the documents provided by the participating districts, it is
apparent the goals are intended to have alignment to the districts’ strategic plans and to
also address specific school site issues (Appendix C).
When looking at Yuban’s “Performance Goals and Evaluation” form, the
categories to be addressed are: Organizational Leadership, Instructional Leadership,
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Communication, Organizational Culture and Climate, and Professionalism. Within these,
there are items noted as “non-negotiables,” such as “Use of student data, survey data and
walk-through data” within the Organizational Leadership section. While these are
scripted for all principals in Yuban, there is still autonomy in the specific principal’s
goals and success indicators. This is where the specific school variation and need is
evident. This specificity is also noted in reviewing the professional goals from Maxwell,
although all principals need to address the district’s strategic plan within their
performance objectives, specific site needs are addressed. For instance for the strategic
plan section of “Attract and Retain Exemplary Staff,” the focus chosen by the two
principals are different (Appendix C). Tammy noted she would provide opportunities for
her teachers to observe each other at their school as well as other schools in the district
and for the same focus area, Natalie indicated she would provide leadership opportunities
and staff development. The need for site-based focus is an important element to the
principal evaluation process. These examples demonstrate the ability to align to district
goals while addressing the unique needs of the individual school site. In addition to the
goals being aligned to the districts’ strategic plans, principals also reported their
evaluation process was aligned to the California Professional Standards for Educational
Leaders (CAPSEL).
This professed alignment to professional standards is in contrast to earlier
research. Previous researchers (Condon & Clifford, 2009; Kimball, Milanowski &
McKinney, 2009) found few principal evaluations were aligned to professional standards,
which was not the experience reported by the principals in this study. It is noted that
while all principals reported their evaluation process being aligned to the CAPSEL, the
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actual verbiage from the CAPSEL is not explicitly used in the evaluation documents.
However, the attributes of the standards are present in the Continuum, part of the
evaluation document used by Folgers and Maxwell (Appendix C). Under the Leadership
section, the descriptor for Meets Standard is “Has a vision for the team; is able to
empower team members; usually models desired behaviors; offers training
opportunities.” In comparing this to the CAPSEL, it is noted the Leadership section on
the Key Performance Continuum document derives aspects from Standards 1 and 2 of the
CAPSEL.
It is also true of the specific area of focus in Yuban, under the Organizational
Leadership section, “fostering a data driven culture of excellence with high expectations
and high performance” is consistent with CAPSEL Standard 2, as one of the exemplars of
this standard is, “Shape a culture in which high expectations are the norm for each
student as evident in rigorous academic work.” Another example of the alignment to
professional standards is seen when we compare the exemplar under Yuban’s
Communication section of the evaluation document, which states, “successfully
communicate with all stakeholders,” which is consistent with the CAPSEL 2, which
states a leader should “Communicate the shared vision so the entire school community
understands and acts on the school’s mission to become a standard’s based education
system.”
This expectation is also demonstrated within Yuban’s document under
Instructional Leadership, when it is noted that one of the non-negotiables is to have
“Evidence of core curriculum used consistently; standards and objectives posted.” It is
clear from these various documents that there is intent to align to the CAPSEL, as further
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noted on the documents from Folgers, which explicitly state, “Measurable Objective as
related to Strategic Plan, or CA Professional Standards for Educational Leaders
(CAPSEL).” This study illustrates a positive change even from relatively recent research
conducted by Goldring et al. (2009b), which found nearly half of the evaluation protocols
were not directly aligned with professional standards. In addition to the goal setting
aspect present in all of the principal evaluations, which are aligned to professional
standards and their respective district strategic plans, it is also important to understand
how the progress on the chosen goals is monitored during the year.
Essentially, principals were able to determine their own progress monitoring
method, with the requirement of a midyear check in on progress towards goals being
optional. In addition to this being affirmed by the principals in Maxwell and Folgers, it is
also noted on the actual evaluation documents. According to the principals in Yuban,
there is no midyear check in process. The principals in Folgers reported a midyear check
in with their evaluator, but it was not actually to determine their progress on stated goals,
rather it was to share the information obtained from the staff surveys and interviews
conducted by the evaluator with the principal. According to David, he had autonomy on
the goals he selected and how he would measure the success of those goals. His goals
were task oriented, rather than based on student learning outcomes. This was also true
for the performance measurement in Maxwell, both principals reported the ability to
choose their goals and monitor their own progress. According to Tammy, she provides
an update on her accomplishments in late May and then Glen adds additional comments
to that, which becomes her final evaluation. Natalie reported the same process, and she
indicated that student achievement was important in Maxwell and she knew the
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superintendent monitored the achievement data, but she acknowledged that it was not
specifically addressed in her evaluation.
It was only in Yuban where the focus on actual student achievement is apparent as
part of the evaluation process. This is evident on the evaluation documents that illustrate
the non-negotiables as well as the principals’ accounts of needing to update their progress
on their stated goals based on data. Rhonda further evidenced this when she explained
she felt as though she had failed as an administrator when her scores declined by seven
Academic Performance Index (API) points, even though the school’s API is considered
high at 934 points.
In addition to understanding the performance measures used in the principals’
evaluations, the researcher also sought to determine whether the participating principals
reported the evaluation process as benefiting their professional development, which is a
stated goal of the principal evaluation process (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).
Similar to the Davis and Hensley (1999) study, principals reported that formal
evaluations were not helpful in shaping or directing their professional development or in
promoting school effectiveness. In this study only two of the six participating principals
reported the process as supporting their professional development. The others did not
see any connection to their professional development and the principal evaluation
process, Tammy offered receiving explicit coaching from a current or retired principal
would benefit her professional development, but did not see a connection between her
evaluation and her professional development.
Although four of the six principals reported perceiving no positive impact on their
professional development, the researcher contends the positive influence of the
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evaluation process was present, but not necessarily perceived as professional
development by the principals. Because all of the principals indicated there was benefit
from their evaluation process. The benefits reported by the principals were reflecting on
the progress made, being validated for their work, understanding the big picture, gaining
another perspective, and being able to identify ways do their jobs better. Specifically,
Kevin stated he found the conversation with his evaluator to be “validating, therapeutic
and cathartic.” These professed benefits all contribute to the continued professional
development of the principal.
The results of this study are in contrast to earlier research from Kempher and
Robb-Cooper (2002), which indicated principals typically did not find their evaluation
process to be beneficial. Additional benefits perceived by the principals in this study
were the positive influence their evaluation experience had on their own evaluations of
staff members. Another positive influence was the perceived alignment this created
throughout the system, according to Rhonda, her evaluation is aligned to the district
strategic plan and then she in turn assures her staff align their own goals to her evaluation
goals, thus creating a system-wide alignment in the evaluation process for principals as
well as for staff members.
It is important to contrast the reported benefits shared by the principals with the
elements they did not find helpful. Specifically, principals reported the completion of the
paperwork as being of little or no benefit. Rhonda also expressed concern about the
timing of the completion of her evaluation. Because districts do not receive student
achievement data from the last school year until the beginning of the new school year,

125
Rhonda found the timing to be “horrible” because it is difficult for her to reflect on last
years’ performance when she is so busy preparing for the current year.
The focus on district and school goals present in this study supported the findings
of Sun and Youngs (2009), which found principals were more likely to engage in learnercentered leadership behaviors when school districts used evaluation processes to hold
principals accountable for important school and district goals and monitoring of student
achievement. Holding principals accountable for school and district goals was present in
all of the districts, but was most strongly reported by the principals in Yuban who
consistently acknowledged the alignment of their goals and evaluation process not only to
the district strategic plan, but also to student achievement as demonstrated by the API
scores, district benchmark data and classroom walk-throughs. It is also important to note
that while David reported that his evaluation did not specifically address student
achievement data, this was clearly a focus for him and he acknowledged the need to
improve his school’s achievement performance to avoid becoming a Program
Improvement school, although he did not report this as being an essential part of his own
evaluation. The fact that the district strategic plan is titled, “Close the Achievement Gap
(CtAG),” does indicate a focus on improving student achievement, in this case with a
specific focus on traditionally underperforming ethnic subgroups of African-Americans
and Hispanics.
In spite of his evaluation being aligned to the CtAG, David stated he would like
his evaluation to be tied to specific data points rather than, as he perceived it, as being
strongly influenced by the staff surveys. The observations were conducting to triangulate
the data, but it is noted during the “day in the life observation” of David, he was observed
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being engaged in several discreet activities to support student learning and success.
Although the observations were intended to serve only as a contextual frame for the data
collected and were not designed to specifically address the research questions, the
observations made did demonstrate aspects of the conceptual framework developed by
VAL-Ed, which will be discussed later in this chapter.
Summary of Discussion of Findings of the Principal Evaluation Process as
Described and Experienced by Elementary Principals
Principals reported a preference for the evaluation being conducted by the
superintendent rather than by the assistant superintendents. Goal setting was an essential
aspect of the evaluation process and was aligned to the districts’ strategic plans.
Although the same evaluation instrument and process is not identical, principals reported
many similarities, such as the alignment to the districts’ plans and professional standards.
Unlike earlier research, this study indicated that the goals were also aligned to the
California Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (CAPSEL). The verbiage of
the CAPSEL are not explicit, but they are clearly embedded in the principals’
evaluations. Student achievement is an element of the principal evaluations, in part
because it is embedded in the district plans and in the case of Yuban, the fact that it is
explicitly tied to student achievement outcomes. There is autonomy for the principals
when determining their goals based on their perceived needs of the school and principals
are largely responsible for monitoring their progress towards meeting their stated goals.
The principals did not report their evaluation process as contributing to their professional
development, but all reported the process as having benefit for them. This is different
than earlier research, which indicated principals did not regard the evaluation process as
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beneficial. Principals did report the paperwork aspect as being the least beneficial aspect
of their evaluation process. Many of the reported findings from the principals were
similar to those reported by the principal evaluators.
In attempting to understand how the principal evaluation process is conducted as
described and experienced by principal evaluators, the researcher interviewed a principal
evaluator in each of the three districts of the six principals. In an effort to understand the
entire principal evaluation process, it was also important to understand the process as
experienced from the perspective of the principal evaluator. This next section focuses on
the second research question of understanding how the principal evaluation process is
conducted as described and experienced by principal evaluators in a Northern California
school district.
The Principal Evaluation Process from the Perspective of the Evaluator
To address the second research question, we examine the principal evaluation
process as experienced and described by principal evaluators. Each of the principal
evaluators in this study reported receiving no formal training for evaluating principals.
They drew upon their experiences of evaluating teachers and of being evaluated as
principals. Gary indicated that he had attended workshops and read current literature to
understand and support the role of the principal and acknowledged this training was
informal, but he felt it enhanced his ability to discern the important elements of being an
effective principal that he incorporated into his evaluations of principals. These findings
are consistent with earlier research from Ginsberg and Berry (1990), which found very
little is known about how principals are evaluated, the outcomes of the evaluations, or the
quality of the evaluations.
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In all three of the participating districts, the principal evaluators reported the
principal evaluation being aligned to the district’s strategic plans. The superintendent
evaluators both explained the process of forming committees to develop the strategic plan
and then from that developing the evaluation forms used to assure principal evaluations
were aligned to the plan. Sharon indicated Folgers had borrowed the evaluation
document from their County Office of Education and then made some minor adjustments
to the form and process to fit Folgers’ needs. Joyce reported that she did not like the
form she inherited from Yuban’s former superintendent because she felt it was too
simplistic and she also felt the form used in her previous district was too complex, so she
worked to develop a process and documents that would work for her and her perceived
needs of the district.
This was also true for Glen when he came to Maxwell. In both instances, the
superintendents worked with their constituency of educators, parents other staff and
community members to develop a strategic plan. They then worked to align the principal
evaluations to the strategic plan. According to Sun & Youngs (2009), when school
districts use evaluation processes to hold principals accountable for important school and
district goals, principals are more likely to engage in learner-centered leadership
behaviors. The evaluators reported alignment of the principal evaluation to the district
strategic plan demonstrates this concept. The focus on teaching and learning in these
strategic plans is evident when examining the documents used in the evaluation process.
For instance in the example from Yuban, student data is explicitly acknowledged as a
success indicator; specific instructional strategies are also noted, as is teacher evaluation.
Folgers documents address the instructional goals, for instance, “Have staff more actively
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engaged in CTAG” [Close the Achievement Gap], with a variety of tasks to be completed
in order to accomplish this. Maxwell’s principal evaluation document also explicitly
acknowledges instructional strategies, but does not speak as specifically to student data as
the other two district document samples (Appendix C).
Joyce’s focus on student achievement was also demonstrated when she explained
the process and timeline. She has a very cyclical process with the beginning and ending
focused on student achievement. Principals establish their goals for the year based on the
needs they perceive by looking at their data from the previous year. Principals examine
student achievement, attendance, discipline and parent survey data to establish their
goals. The goal setting happens in September and then the evaluation is completed the
following September when all of the data is available, this timeline results because the
California Standards Test (CST) information is not provided to schools and districts until
the middle of August. Joyce shared that she has a data binder for each of her schools.
Gary indicated he also looks at student data and he said his principals know he looks at
the data, but it is not as explicitly addressed in Maxwell’s principal evaluation as it is in
Yuban. Sharon reported Folgers uses a similar process to Maxwell, in which the
principals select their three goals from the strategic plan and CAPSEL and then the
evaluator writes a narrative on the success of the principal meeting his or her stated goals
in a narrative on the evaluation form. This evaluation is done in June, before the
principals leave for the summer break. The timeline used by Folgers and Maxwell does
not allow the student achievement outcomes from the state assessments to be
incorporated. Folgers also has what Sharon termed a universal survey, which acquires
information from the school staff of their perception of the principal’s performance. The
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survey questions include the areas of focus for the principal. In addition to the staff
surveys, Sharon said she conducts interviews with staff. She shared that in a school
where there have been many complaints from the staff about the principal, she
interviewed every staff member. She then compiled the information and shared it with
the principal. This process is similar to the 360-degree evaluation, which gathers input
from various stakeholders in the school system (Green, 2004).
There seems to be significant autonomy on the principal evaluation process
because both superintendents shared how they had adapted the process and documents
when they came to the district. This would indicate that the evaluation process might be
changed each time a new superintendent comes to the district. Although it is
acknowledged that the individual districts develop these instruments, it is really the
superintendent who is able to make adjustments to the process and instrument as they
wish. It is noted that in Folgers, where the assistant superintendents conduct the principal
evaluations, the process was not changed when a new superintendent came to the district
a year ago.
This ability to make adjustments and changes is consistent with the earlier
findings regarding home recipe style principal evaluations which are not valid and
reliable instruments; rather, the evaluations are developed and based on personal opinions
and local practice, not on research findings and these evaluations are often subjective and
methodologically flawed (Ginsberg & Berry, 1990). Some of this home recipe variation
may be minimized because the principal evaluations are aligned to professional standards
and the district strategic plans, which demonstrate a focus on teaching and learning.
According to researchers, superintendents where the standards were incorporated
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reported the standards as a strong indicator of what principals were expected to do and
the standards provided consistency in the evaluation frameworks used to provide a
common language of the evaluation criteria for the principal being evaluated and for the
evaluator (Derrington & Sharratt, 2008). This would serve to foster consistency and
minimize subjectivity.
In order to determine a principal’s effectiveness, evaluators reported looking at a
variety of data. In addition to the typical student achievement, discipline and attendance
data, they also consider staff and parent input. When discussing having a midyear checkin process, Joyce felt there was a readiness required by the principals in the district. She
also indicated that having individual data chats with each principal during the year is very
time consuming, which becomes a barrier to conducting these meetings. As previously
mentioned, Folgers superintendent did have data chats with each principal, but it is not
reflected in the principal’s evaluation.
Rather, Folgers makes significant effort to gather staff input, but does not have a
mechanism for gathering input from parents. Yuban considers the information gathered
from parent surveys, requiring principals to have a goal aimed at improvement on any
score below 85%. Glen reported he gathers information formally and informally. He
seeks input from the district level Directors and Assistant Superintendents, and he
acknowledged parents and staff also share information with him informally. Evaluators
also gather much of their information from the self-report from the principal through their
reflection and evidence of progress towards their annual goals. Although Joyce indicated
she does not put credence into principals’ self-report, she indicated she does not really
care how they view themselves; she only cares how she thinks they are doing. Glen
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acknowledged the subjective nature of the evaluations, however he explained he is
careful not to listen to the scuttlebutt kinds of things, rather he looks for patterns and does
not give weight to one-time instances. This admission of subjectivity is consistent with
the research, which found that principals perceive their evaluations to be based on the
subjective feelings of the evaluator and community influence rather than by measurable
performance indicators (Harrison & Peterson, 1986; Reeves, 2005). Alignment to the
district plan and CAPSEL would reduce the dependence on subjective information,
specifically if it were aligned to data outcomes.
According to Stine (2001) the principal evaluators need a system to make the
appropriate decisions of continued employment, promotion, reassignment, or termination
and to provide a diagnostic tool for identifying strengths and areas for improvement in
the employee. Each of the evaluators shared the experience of having difficult
conversations with a few principals to tell them they would not be continuing in the role
of principal the following year. Glen gave an example of placing a principal back into
the classroom. He indicated that often principals are aware they are not doing a good job
and they will elect to leave rather than being released or reassigned back to the
classroom. Sharon indicated she would be placing a principal on an improvement plan
and the person understands he or she will be released from the district if the necessary
improvements are not made. When this happens, the person is informed by March 15
that they will be released from the position on June 30 of that year. Joyce indicated she
often gives principals in this predicament the opportunity to resign before this happens.
There are minimal documentation requirements to remove principals from their role as
administrators because they do not acquire tenure and therefore are not afforded the same
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protections as a tenured teacher. It is relatively easy to remove a principal from his or her
position.
Many important decisions are made based on the information obtained in the
evaluation process. Joyce opined that it really depends on what you feel is the evaluation
process, because in her mind the evaluation process is not about a piece of paper, “the
word is process, not document.” She feels principals know when they are being
successful and when they are not. When they are being successful, they are driven to
continue, but when they are not successful in meeting their goals, they experience
dissatisfaction and burnout. She questioned whether the time required for the evaluation
was really worth the actual outcome. Gary was more optimistic in his view of the
principal evaluation process. He described it, as “a very powerful and useful tool that
forces communication that otherwise might not happen.” He feels the process is
underused or not used effectively enough in many districts. Gary believes the principal
evaluation is part of the continuous improvement for a school district.
Summary of Discussion of Findings of the Principal Evaluation Process as
Described and Experienced by Principal Evaluators
Evaluators report having no formal training for conducting principal evaluations,
but they do align the evaluations to the districts’ strategic plan and professional standards.
Evaluators seek to gather input from a variety of sources, with principals’ self-report
being an essential input gathered for two of the participating districts. Joyce indicated
she does not find value in the self-reported information; rather she looks at achievement
and other relevant student and school data. The other evaluators consider those as well,
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but not to the degree that they are embedded in Yuban’s system as evidenced by the
adjusted timeline to include the state assessment data.
When the superintendent is responsible for evaluating the principals, they have
the autonomy to change the process and adjust the forms as they perceive will meet their
needs as an evaluator or the needs of the district. This whimsical and subjective approach
can be minimized by adhering to district plans and standards, such as the CAPSEL,
which embed a focus on teaching and learning into the process. Evaluators use the
information gathered to make decisions regarding important matters such as continued
employment for the principal. It is important to view it as a process, and not simply a
piece of paper to be completed.
Discussion and Findings on How the Evaluation Process Provides Performance
Feedback for the Principal
The feedback provided to principals through the evaluation process is an essential
and important aspect. A variety of feedback is afforded to principals, which they report
is often affirming in nature, encouraging them to continue those behaviors that are
bringing the desired results. This is consistent with earlier research which state the
evaluation process is expected to provide the principal with information of ways in which
he or she can improve upon skills, attitudes and knowledge (Thomas, et al., 2000). Joyce
felt principals should receive more affirmation for the effective work they are doing, she
shared, “we are quick to let people know when they haven’t done a good job, but we
don’t validate them as much as we should.”
When choosing how to provide the feedback, there was variation with some of the
feedback being more informal and conversational, simply verbal feedback and other
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information is written on the evaluation document. Kevin reported appreciating the
conversational aspect of his evaluation, he indicated this helps him process and reflect on
his previous achievements and plan for the upcoming challenges. Rhonda felt the
feedback was more focused on what needs to be addressed if an area shows a decline,
such as a drop in student scores. This perception is consistent with the research from
Harbour (2009), which found the ultimate goal in evaluation is to translate performance
data into performance knowledge and meaning that can be effectively and successfully
acted upon.
According to Joyce, the mechanism used to provide the feedback depends on the
severity of what needs to be expressed and whether she anticipates problems on the same
issue in the future. In essence, if the individual is one she does not see as someone she
plans to keep as a principal, she may formally document the information so the person
realizes the importance of the concern. Glen indicated he does not formally document
the items that cannot be validated, those he considered “scuttlebutt” or those things that
have not yet occurred multiple times. Joyce said even things that may be really bad, she
might not write them on the document because she does not need to demean the
individual, she just needs them to make the necessary changes. This can be conveyed
verbally and does not have to be concretized in the principal’s file forever. Whether the
information was provided verbally or in writing, both principals and evaluators were
clear that it was information that should be responded to and acted upon.
All of the principals reported taking action on the feedback that was provided to
them in the evaluation process. Researchers found the provision of actionable feedback
was an essential role of the principal evaluator because it supports a culture of continuous
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growth and improvement (The Wallace Foundation, 2009). The most common types of
actionable feedback provided regarded making adjustments to improve student
achievement and teacher performance. Kevin said he and his evaluator specifically
discuss teachers he is working with to improve their performance. Rhonda said her
feedback focuses heavily on student achievement data even though her school has a high
API. Principals reported getting actionable feedback allows them to make the tweaks and
adjustments to achieve the desired goals.
The evaluators and the principals in Yuban seem to prefer the conversational style
of feedback, perhaps because that is their current process. Maxwell and Folgers seem to
put the majority of the feedback on the actual evaluation form with the exception being
information that is unsubstantiated or not yet perceived as an ongoing concern. The
existence of performance feedback is important because earlier researchers determined
principal evaluations should provide continuous feedback because it is essential for
ongoing professional growth for the principal (Green, 2004).
In Maxwell, performance feedback is explicitly provided on the evaluation
document the Key Performance Qualities through a check box process ranging from a
rating of commendable to unsatisfactory in 10 areas: Making Decisions and Problem
Solving, Managing Change, Relating with People, Instructional Leadership, Learning and
Professional Development, Closing the Achievement Gap (CtAG), Serving Customers,
Supervising Employees and Assessing Their Performance, Skills and Abilities Required
for the Position, and Quality of Work. In addition to the checklist, principals are also
provided with narrative. Essentially the evaluator noted the items that had been listed on
the previous year’s evaluation and then gave narrative on the progress. For instance, the
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first bulleted item stated, “Deepen the implementation of Board Math, JiJi, balanced
literacy.” The comments added by the evaluator were, “You have successfully pushed
this along this year. The Board Math and JiJi are going well now. The balanced literacy
work needs to continue to grow, but you are doing a great job with this.” The evaluation
document concludes with a summative evaluation rating for the year (Appendix C).
Folgers evaluation document appears to be very similar to Maxwell’s, but the
process is slightly different. On the left side of the document under each of the
Performance Objectives, the principal notes their goal and the actions necessary to reach
that goal. On the right side of the document, the evaluator provides a narrative of the
perceived performance. The goal noted by the principal on the Folgers’ document under
the first Performance Objective was “Have staff more actively engaged in CtAG.” One
of the noted activities by the principal is, “During at least 4 staff meetings throughout the
year, teaching staff will set aside 30-45 minutes to discuss and share ongoing goals for
CtAG in the classroom as well as intervention programs for African-American students,
Hispanic students and low socio-economic students.” The first part of the narrative
provided by the evaluator was simply a listing of what had been observed that
demonstrated the goal being addressed. The actionable feedback provided by the
evaluator stated, “You will be able to further develop your teachers’ skills in these areas
by refining your staff meetings so that they are grounded more in staff development.”
There were additional noted comments and on this specific Performance Objective, the
evaluator had marked “Met Objective.” Folgers also uses the same Key Performance
Qualities Continuum as Maxwell.
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Yuban’s document is divided into five sections: Organizational Leadership,
Instructional Leadership, Communication, Organizational Culture and Climate, and
Professionalism. The principal fills out his or her goals and success indicators at the
beginning of the evaluation cycle and then adds data to show the progress on the goals at
the end of the evaluation cycle. This document also notes several items under each of the
five sections that are the superintendent’s non-negotiables. One example of this under
Organizational Leadership is “Encourage appropriate teachers to participate in the
Alternative Evaluation Process to leverage our professional learning community and fastforward effective programs.” In the goals and success indicators section, the principal
had noted in the fall, “All staff will be evaluated according to the contract. Alternative
evaluations will be used to improve core best practices at our school.” At the end of the
evaluation cycle, underneath that in bold, the principal had noted, “This was
accomplished. Four out of 15 teachers selected to complete an Alternative Evaluation
Plan and one was on an Improvement Plan. That teacher is now on a regular formal
cycle.” The evaluator may provide comments under each of the five sections and then
provides a “Year-End Overall Evaluation Summary” of the following four options:
Continuation with Commendation, Continuation without Reservation, Continuation with
Reservation, Recommended Termination (Appendix C).
As discussed earlier, Joyce does not rely heavily on the paperwork aspect of the
process, she uses her data binder to have discussions about the goals in the fall and then
reviews those after the state assessment data is available the following fall. Based on this
timeline, if she was going to recommend for termination, she would have done that in the
middle of the evaluation cycle because of the March 15 notification requirement. It
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seems that the documentation of the form is inconsistent with the practices and timelines
in Yuban.
Summary of Discussion and Findings on How the Evaluation Process Provides
Performance Feedback for the Principal
In addressing the third research question, we examine the feedback provided in
the principal evaluation process. Feedback of performance is provided to principals both
verbally and in writing in order to provide them with information of ways they can
improve their skills, attitudes and knowledge. The feedback affords an opportunity for
the evaluator to affirm principals for the effective work they are doing. A much
neglected area in this climate of accountability in education. It seems the focus is on
what is not working with little attention being paid to the performances that are bringing
about desired outcomes.
The choice to simply provide the information verbally through conversation
verses in writing on the formal evaluation document depends on the severity of the
concern. If the item is unconfirmed or less serious, it may likely simply be discussed.
However, if the matter becomes habitual or a concern of the evaluators, it is likely
documented. It also may be written down to demonstrate the importance of the issue and
need for the principal’s attention. This assures the principal understands it as an area
needing to be addressed. Although if the evaluator believes a conversation will bring
about the desired change then they may choose not to formally and permanently
document the issue.
Regardless of whether the information is provided verbally or in writing,
principals respond to the feedback provided. They make adjustments to programs and
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address matters of stated concern. This feedback and the actions taken as a result of the
feedback demonstrate the principal evaluation as an aspect of professional development.
The evaluation documents provided from the districts demonstrate the specific feedback
provided and the specific responses expected. It is clear that the intended goal of the
principal evaluation is to translate performance data into performance knowledge and
meaning that can be effectively and successfully acted upon (Harbour, 2009) was evident
in this study.
Examining this Study with the VAL-Ed Conceptual Framework
This framework as illustrated in Figure 1 was developed to establish a conceptual
model for leadership assessment in the United States (Goldring, et al., 2009). The
Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-Ed) focuses on the assessment
of leadership job performance, both leadership behaviors and practices. The VAL-Ed is
grounded in research literature, is based on standards and is different from current
leadership evaluation frameworks being used throughout the nation. The model is
anchored and aligned with the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC)
standards. The core components refer to the characteristics that support the learning of
students.
It is noted that none of the participating evaluators used the VAL-Ed instrument,
but the research sought to determine which elements from the VAL-Ed if any were
present in the principal evaluation processes in this study. The yellow boxes as
illustrated in Figure 1 demonstrate the inputs the principal brings to the job, such as
knowledge and skills, personal characteristics and values and beliefs. In this research
study, all of the participating principals had similar knowledge and skills, such as having
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been classroom teachers and assistant principals. This particular study did not have a
mechanism for discerning the values and beliefs of the principals or the personal
characteristics. However, during the observations of “a day in the life” of each of the
principals, actions were observed to demonstrate a belief that all children can learn and
valuing others by including them in decision making. It is noted, the purpose of the
observations was not to look for the presence of the elements of the framework, rather to
assure contextual understanding and triangulation of the data. However the observations
affirmed all of the principals collaborate with staff members to make collective decisions,
interact with individual students in ways that demonstrated a personal belief that each
child is capable of learning. This was most evident with Tammy and David as each of
them was observed interacting with significantly impaired learners in a positive manner.
They each have Severely Handicapped Special Education programs at their campuses.
The context that may have bearing on leadership evaluation as shown in the green
box on Figure 1 is another type of input. This is the contextual variation that may be
present among principals. In this study, the principals were all elementary principals in
suburban schools with similar staff compositions. There was some variation of
demographics as shown in Table 1, the years of principal experience ranged from 1 to 8
years. There is also a variance in the composite of the schools’ demographics as
illustrated in Tables 2 and 3. The evaluation process in this study demonstrated
consideration for these contextual variations with the goals being aligned to the specific
needs of the specific schools.
The leadership behaviors as shown in Figure 1 in the lavender box are the
leadership behaviors the principal engages in. This is essentially combining what the
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principal does and how he does it. This involves the principal establishing high
expectations for student learning, assuring rigorous curriculum, guaranteeing quality
instruction, establishing a culture of learning and professional behavior and maintaining
systematic performance accountability. These elements were certainly present in the
participating evaluation processes. The documents each demonstrate the focus on student
learning, the principals goals of conducting classroom walk-throughs and collecting data
around the observed instruction aimed at improving instruction evidence the presence of
these behaviors. Developing teacher leadership teams and working with teachers to
improve their instruction, and fostering collaboration are all examples of principals
demonstrating these core components of leadership behaviors. In addition to the
behaviors are the plans for how to get what has been identified as needing to be done,
actually completed. This requires the principal to influence the organization to obtain the
desired outcomes, such as improved student learning. This is done through planning,
implementing, supporting, advocating, communicating and monitoring.
In the participating principal evaluation processes, expectations of these core
behaviors and key processes are embedded in the process. There were specific elements
that principals needed to accomplish and in order to get the desired outcomes as
established by their goals, they would have to plan, monitor, support and advocate for the
needs of their school. It is noted that the principals’ self-report on their progress towards
goals could allow for misrepresentation of behaviors, but in Yuban, the examination of
outcome data would allow the evaluator to determine if what was being claimed was
what was actually occurring. In Folgers, the frequent visitations to the school site, the
staff surveys and interviews all afford the evaluator the opportunity to observe the
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leadership behaviors in action. In Maxwell, there did not seem to be a consistent process
for assuring the desired leadership behaviors were implemented, however, the solicitation
of feedback from Directors and Assistant Superintendents on aspects of Instruction,
Human Resources, Student Services and Fiscal management allow the superintendent to
have an understanding of the principals behaviors. Glen also stated that one of his
evaluation points for a principal is whether they implement the programs identified to
support student learning, such as implementing benchmark assessments and intervention
programs. In each of the districts, the evaluations included mechanisms for assessing the
principals’ leadership behaviors. This is evidenced by looking at the documents used for
the checklist of Key Performance Qualities as well as in examining the goals that result
from the evaluation being aligned to the districts’ strategic plans and the CAPSEL.
The next aspect of the VAL-Ed is to look at school performance on core
components, which is illustrated as the blue box on Figure 1. This is really about the
principal being an instructional leader by having high standards of performance for staff.
This was evidenced when Kevin mentioned that he and Joyce discuss the teachers in need
of improvement and how that will be monitored and supported. This was evidenced in
Maxwell with Tammy putting emphasis on teacher development and creating
professional learning communities. Natalie’s goals reflect her commitment to developing
teacher leadership. Folgers would be able to determine the presence of these
performance components through their frequent observations and staff surveys.
Specifically, they can determine the existence of a culture of learning and professional
behavior. Yuban’s use of parent survey data would allow an evaluation of the
connections to external conditions. Systematic performance accountability seemed to
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have presence in all of the principal evaluation processes because all reference using
performance data to determine effectiveness. Yuban was the most aligned to data use,
but the connection to the strategic plans in the other two districts demonstrates the
importance of accountability. For instance, under Performance Objective 1, Tammy
indicated she would “Implement a Comprehensive Assessment Program for ELA
[English Language Arts] and Math.” These all demonstrate school performance on core
components, which will not happen without effective leadership from the principal
(Appendix C).
The final element present in the VAL-Ed framework is the Value added aspect as
illustrated in the orange box in Figure 1. These are the ultimate outcomes of student
achievement and attendance. Since these were all principals in elementary districts,
student graduation and college enrollment were not considered. In each of these
instances, principals are being evaluated based on student achievement outcomes. Each
of the principals confirmed that their evaluator considers student attendance, but none
perceived that as an area of struggle for them, but acknowledged if their school
attendance declined, that would be addressed by their evaluator. As mentioned earlier, all
principals reported student achievement as important, but only Yuban seemed to
purposefully align their evaluation cycle to embed the importance of student achievement
into the principal evaluation process. Maxwell principals’ goals illustrate they pay
attention to student achievement and the superintendent acknowledges he monitors that,
but the principals did not feel student achievement data was specifically used in their
evaluation. In Folgers, David expressed a desire to be evaluated more on actual student

145
achievement outcomes rather than the subjective survey and interview information
obtained from his staff.
Each of the principal evaluators report monitoring student data, indicating the
student achievement outcomes influence the evaluators perception of the effectiveness of
the principal. It is difficult to discern the import placed on the student achievement data.
In this study, all but one of the principals’ student achievement data improved on the
Academic Performance Index (API). Two of the principals made very impressive gains
as shown in Table 4. The principal who declined by 7 points in API felt as though she
had “somehow failed,” even though her school has the highest API of any of the schools
in the study. It is noted that while she reported feeling as though she had failed, she
indicated that there was not any negative comment about her leadership on her
evaluation. She did say that she and the superintendent discussed some strategies for
focusing the instruction with specific attention to one grade level. This study indicates
that the principals who participated in this study believe student achievement data is an
important measure for their success; however, none indicated they fear they will lose
their job if their scores take a slight dip. One consideration when looking at the VAL-Ed
framework is what should the evaluator consider if the desired leadership behaviors and
school performance elements are present and observed, but the student success outcomes
do not result as anticipated? These behaviors and performance components should bring
about the desired outcomes, but what if there are other factors outside of the principal’s
control, should they be evaluated negatively because the student success outcomes where
not obtained? These are just two questions demonstrating additional needs for research.
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In addition to these, there are several others. The following section will discuss additional
implications for future research.
Recommendations for Further Research
This research study provided a practical understanding of the principal evaluation
process in Northern California districts as described by the principals and the principal
evaluator for the participants in this study, but more research needs to be conducted to
produce descriptions of what is actually occurring in the principal evaluation process
across other areas in California and throughout the nation. Involving a larger sample for
the research would allow for a broader understanding of practices to determine whether
the findings in this study are consistent across a larger population. Extension of this
study could include studying the entire evaluation cycle beginning with the goal setting,
all the way through the entire school year to the final culminating evaluation. The design
of this study asked participants to describe the experience, but interviews, observations
and document analysis after each aspect of the cycle was not conducted. If possible, it
might also prove insightful to actually observe the evaluation meetings between the
principal and the evaluator. One of the principals had agreed to allow the researcher to
observe the final evaluation and goal setting for the new school year, and then forgot to
inform the researcher when the date was changed.
An additional research worthy topic would be to research the training provided for
conducting principal evaluations. Based on this study, there is no provision of any formal
training for conducting principal evaluations, rather evaluators draw upon their own
experience as evaluators of teachers and their evaluation experience as a principal. This
casual approach allows for poor evaluation processes and practices to be perpetuated
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throughout a system. Another need for future research would be to develop a type of
checks and balances for the principal evaluation process. This study found that the
superintendent has considerable autonomy to make adjustments to the process and as a
result, the process is rather subjective. In addition to researching the benefits of
providing training for principal evaluators, studying the actual scoring and weighting
used for the various elements of the principal evaluation would be important and may
provide additional insight into ways to prevent subjectivity. This would lend credibility to
the principal evaluation process that is currently perceived as highly subjective.
This study found that the time required to be on campus and observe the various
roles and responsibilities of the principal was a barrier for principal evaluators. A
research study aimed at determining meaningful observational opportunities for the
principal evaluator would be a valuable contribution to making this daunting task
manageable and meaningful for both the principal and the principal evaluator.
This study also found the evaluation system is often changed with the introduction
of a new superintendent when the superintendent is responsible for principal evaluations.
Additional research on this topic would provide additional insight into the process; such
as does the principal evaluation process change when a new superintendent comes to a
district? In that study, it would be important to understand why the changes were being
made, what is the superintendents’ perceived goal in changing the evaluation system and
then determining whether the changed evaluation brings about the superintendents’
desired goal.
Potential future research topics also came from participants in this study. One of
the principals in this study indicated a desire for an alternative principal evaluation
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process for experienced principals. This is a viable topic for further exploration of the
possibilities, benefits and challenges of an alternative principal evaluation system for
veteran principals based on perceived school needs. Exploring the perceived benefit of
an alternative process for principals would contribute to the viable options for effective
principal evaluations. Another possible research topic came from another principal who
suggested more benefit and professional development with the support of a principal
coach rather than the typical principal evaluation process. These types of alternative
processes and supports have not been researched and would contribute to the small body
of information currently available on effective principal evaluation processes.
This study also found benefit in the discussion and reflection held between the
principal and principal evaluator. A potential research study could examine the perceived
benefit of a traditional evaluation process compared and contrasted to a regular
conversational check in with the principal’s supervisor to further explore the finding in
this study indicating the value is in the conversation compared to the actual
documentation.
An additional area that was touched upon in this study was the decision for
principals to be released or reassigned. As was shared in this study, principals often selfselect and resign rather than be released or get reassigned back to the classroom. There is
virtually no data in this area to indicate how often principals are removed from their
schools, where they go after that and whether they are able to demonstrate success
whether as a principal at another school or back as a classroom teacher.
As previously noted, the limited amount of research that has been conducted on
principal evaluation systems lends itself to a plethora of research potential. While this
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research study indicates improvement is being made to align the principal evaluation to
professional standards, additional research should be conducted to determine how the
alignment is actually demonstrated in the day-to-day operations. Earlier research
indicates a principal is responsible for 25% of the student achievement (Marzano, Waters
& McNulty, 2005), additional research should be conducted to determine this across
specific settings of various subgroups, for instance, additional research looking at each
aspect of the conceptual framework would be noteworthy to determine whether particular
aspects of the elements of the framework demonstrated better student outcomes than
others. Another related area of research would be to develop an observational tool for
principal evaluators to demonstrate the presence of the essential aspects of the
framework. In light of the limited amount of research that has been done on principal
evaluations and the current political pressures to improve the principal evaluation system,
this field of study is wide open for a myriad of possibilities for furthering our
understanding and ultimately improving the principal evaluation process.
Recommendations and Implications for Practice
Professional organizations, such as the Association for California School
Administrators (ACSA) and the American Association of School Administrators (AASA)
could fill the seemingly neglected training gap by providing training support for principal
evaluators. In addition to providing training, these professional organizations along with
County Offices of Education could support the principal evaluation process by providing
a process for calibrating the principal evaluation with other similar districts. A method of
calibration would improve the validity and reliability of the evaluation, which has been a
concern throughout the research.
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Another proposition from this research study is the need for the evaluation to be
conducted by the superintendent. This may be challenging for larger districts, but
principals indicate they want to know what the district leader thinks about their
performance. This would also limit the blurring of lines that result when the principal
evaluator also serves a specific role for the district as that is perceived to skew the
evaluation. The superintendent could gather data from the various district office
administrators, but the final evaluation should come from the district leader. In instances
where the district is too large for the superintendent to conduct all of the principal
evaluations, consideration should be made to allow the principal to have some input into
determining which district office administrator will be his or her evaluator. At a
minimum, the principal should understand why a specific evaluator is assigned to him or
her. The district office administrator needs to be purposeful in separating his or her
specific job in the district from the role of evaluator.
The need for the principal evaluation to be linked to data was evident in this
study; principals want to know which data measurements will be used and they want to
know the data is based on verifiable information such as student achievement or
attendance data. It is essential that the district be comfortable with using data before this
can become an integral part of the system. Midyear data reviews are an important
component to performance measurement, but this is very time consuming and therefore,
the midyear review is often simply a self-report of progress towards goals. A simple
conversation between the principal and the evaluator may actually be perceived as more
beneficial than a formalized midyear check-in.
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The districts in which the superintendent conducts the principal evaluations report
student data as being an important aspect of the principal evaluation. When perception
data is used, it should be valid information from reliable sources. The principal
evaluation process has the potential to be a powerful and useful tool that fosters
communication and is an integral part of the continuous improvement for a school
district. It is important to acknowledge it is about the process, not simply a piece of
paper, with the conversations and reflections that result from the process being the most
beneficial. Validating principals for the hard work they do is not done frequently enough
and this should happen within the evaluation system, but not be contained exclusively to
the evaluation. The actual written document is the least beneficial component of the
principal evaluation process. While there are many areas on this topic still in need of
research, this research study yielded supportive information for those responsible for
principal evaluations. This study provides important information and contributes to the
limited body of research on this necessary topic.
Concluding Thoughts
Conducting this study has had an impact on how I now perceive my role and
responsibilities as an evaluator of principals. This study demonstrates that both
principals and evaluators are in favor of using student data in the principals’ evaluation.
As a matter of fact, the use of data is felt to reduce the subjectivity of the process. As a
result of this study, in my principals’ evaluations I assure the performance measures used
are agreed upon and based on some sort of affirmed data, such as the school’s budget,
programs aimed at supporting achievement as well as attendance and achievement data.
This study also demonstrated that principals prefer to be evaluated by the superintendent.
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As an assistant superintendent, I am responsible for conducting principal evaluations; as a
result of this study I now have conversations with my superintendent regarding each of
the evaluations. I assure my principals that even though I am the one implementing the
evaluation process it is being done in collaboration with and with input from the
superintendent.
Because of the concerns expressed by participants in the study regarding the
blurring of personal and professional lines, I am explicit when I am working with them in
my role as the assistant superintendent contrasted with when I am engaged in a discussion
or activity relating to their evaluation. Likewise, I am cautious to not allow personal
relationships to influence the principals’ evaluation. At a minimum when I hear
something in an informal manner, I do not include the information unless some other
form of data also validates it. The influence of this study has caused me to overtly tell a
principal if the conversation we are having is as friends and not part of my role as their
evaluator and supervisor.
Another effect this study has had is the realization that principal evaluations are a
process and not simply an end of the cycle summation. As a result, I am striving to use
the principal evaluation process in a formative manner to provide direction for
professional development needs. Only a few of the principals in this study reported the
evaluation process as supporting their own development, but I believe using the process
in a formative manner allows district leaders to address needs as they become apparent.
For instance, if a principal is demonstrating difficulty managing the school budget, as an
evaluator and supporter of principals, I would be remiss to wait for the end of the year
evaluation and document this concern. Rather, I should respond to the need by providing
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the principal with additional support as soon as the need is identified. Seeing the
evaluation process as formative could also support the desire for mentoring mentioned in
this study. School districts often have resident experts who can support and work with
principals to develop principals’ skills and development and I believe it is the
responsibility of the evaluators to identify those experts and to find outside experts if
internal experts do not exist.
Clearly, this study has influenced my own personal practice and I hope the
principals I support and evaluate will also benefit from the information gathered from this
research. In addition to my personal development, I intend to work with professional
associations, such as the Association of California School Administrators (ACSA) to
caution policy makers from simply focusing on the paperwork and documentation of the
principal evaluation system. This study was clear in determining it is not about the
paperwork, it is about the process. If policy makers and politicians only attend to the
paperwork, we will end up with an imposed paperwork structure that is ineffective for
bringing desired change. As one participant noted, it is not about the paperwork, it is
about who is behind the pen. Training the principal evaluator is a missing and essential
component. If the process does not include ongoing and reflective dialogue, it will not
bring about the desired improvements. Likewise, the paperwork can be mediocre, but
with insightful conversation between the principal and their evaluator as they look at
data, behavior and performance can bring about the touted improvements for the
principal, which will ultimately result in improvement of staff and student achievement.
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APPENDIX A
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
Before launching into the interview questions aimed at the specific Research
questions, each participant will be asked to share their background, experience and
training.
Introduction: Please provide information about your background in education, your
experience, and any specific training you have had that support you in your current role.
Research Question 1. How is the principal evaluation process conducted as described and
experienced by elementary principals in a Northern California School district?
1.1. Please describe the process of your evaluation, including approximate timelines of
the process.
1.2. Does the process include documents or specific paperwork? (If the process includes
paperwork, the researcher will request copies of the documents).
1.3. Is there a goal setting process? Are the goals/objectives provided to you or selected
by you?
1.4. Is there a specific check-in process with your supervisor throughout the year? If so,
please describe the process.
1.5. Please describe your experience of being evaluated as an elementary principal.
1.6. Do you feel the evaluation process supports your development as an elementary
principal?
1.6. a. If so, please describe the ways the process supports your development as a
principal.
1.7. Do you feel your evaluation experience influences the process you use to evaluate
your teachers and staff?
1.8. What is the most beneficial aspect of your evaluation process?
1.8. a. What is the least beneficial aspect of your evaluation process?
1. 9 What performance measures are used for your evaluation? (May require eliciting
more detail of measures for clarity)
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1.10. Are the performance measures aligned to professional standards?
1.11. Are the performance measures based on other state, district or school goals?
1.12. How do you monitor your progress on meeting your goals throughout the year?
1.13. What sources of information are used to inform your evaluator of your
performance?
1.14. Does the information provide helpful information for you as an educational leader?
If so, in what ways?
1.15. Do you believe the information gathered is an accurate reflection of the work you
do as a principal?
1.16. Is there any additional information you would like to share about the evaluation
process that these questions have not elicited?

Research Question 2. How is the principal evaluation process conducted as described
and experienced by principal evaluators in a Northern California School district?
2.1. Please describe the process for evaluating principals in your district?
2.2. Does the process include documents or specific paperwork? (If the process includes
paperwork, the research will request copies of the documents).
2.3. Is there a goal setting process? If so, how are the goals/objectives determined?
2.4. Is there a specific check-in process with you and the principal throughout the year?
If so, please describe the process
2.5. What performance measures are used to evaluate your elementary principals?
2.6. How do you monitor those measures?
2.7. What sources of information do you use to inform the principal’s evaluation?
2.8. Do you feel the information you gather is an accurate reflection of the work you do
as a principal?
2.9. What is the most challenging aspect of evaluating principals?
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2.10. Is there any additional information you would like to share about the evaluation
process that these questions have not elicited?

Research Question 3. How does the evaluation process provide performance feedback for
the principal?
For Principals
3.1. What information do you receive from the evaluation process?
3.2. Is the information formally documented as part of your final evaluation?
3.3. Are you provided with information/feedback that is not formally documented as part
of the evaluation?
3.4. What types of information are you most commonly given?
3.5. Do you/have you taken any action based on the feedback provided in your
evaluation?

For Principal Evaluators
3.6. Do you provide information or feedback to the principals as part of the evaluation
process?
3.7. Do you provide the information or feedback formally on the evaluation document?
3.8. Do you provide information that is not formally documented as part of the
evaluation?
3.8. a. If so, how do you decide what you will include in written form and what
you will share orally?
3.9. Do you/have you taken any action based on the evaluation process? If so, what
actions were taken?
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APPENDIX B
EDUCATION LEADERSHIP STANDARDS
APPENDIX B1
INTERSTATE SCHOOL LEADERS LICENSURE CONSORTIUM (ISLLC)
Educational Leadership Policy Standards: ISLLC 2008 as adapted by the National Policy
Board for Education Administration (NPBEA) on December 12, 2007.
Standard I: An educational leader promotes the success of every student by facilitating
the development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning
that is shared and supported by all stakeholders.
Functions:
A. Collaboratively develop and implement a shared vision and mission
B. Collect and use data to identify goals, assess organizational effectiveness, and
promote organizational learning
C. Create and implement plans to achieve goals
D. Promote continuous and sustainable improvement
E. Monitor and evaluate progress and revise plans

Standard II: An education leader promotes the success of every student by advocating,
nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive to student
learning and staff professional growth.
Functions:
A. Nurture and sustain a culture of collaboration, trust, learning and high
expectations
B. Create a comprehensive, rigorous, and coherent curricular program
C. Create a personalized and motivating learning environment for students
D. Supervise instruction
E. Develop assessment and accountability systems to monitor student progress
F. Develop the instructional and leadership capacity of staff
G. Maximize time spent on quality instruction
H. Promote the use of the most effective and appropriate technologies to support
teaching and learning
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I. Monitor and evaluate the impact of the instructional program

Standard III: An education leader promotes the success of every student by ensuring
management of the organization, operation, and resources for a safe, efficient, and
effective learning environment.
Functions:
A. Monitor and evaluate the management and operational systems
B. Obtain, allocate, align and efficiently utilize human, fiscal, and technological
resources
C. Promote and protect the welfare and safety of students and staff
D. Develop the capacity for distributed leadership
E. Ensure teacher and organizational time is focused to support quality instruction
and student learning

Standard IV: An educational leader promotes the success of every student by
collaborating with faculty and community members, responding to diverse community
interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources.
Functions:
A. Collect and analyze data and information pertinent to the educational environment
B. Promote understanding, appreciation, and use of the community’s diverse
cultural, social and intellectual resources
C. Build and sustain positive relationships with families and caregivers
D. Build and sustain positive relationships with community partners

Standard V: An educational leader promotes the success of every student by acting with
integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner.
Functions:
A. Ensure a system of accountability for every student’s academic and social success
B. Model principles of self-awareness, reflective, practice, transparency, and ethical
behavior
C. Safeguard the values of democracy, equity, and diversity
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D. Consider and evaluate the potential moral and legal consequences of decisionmaking
E. Promote social justice and ensure that individual student needs inform all aspects
of schooling
Standard VI: An education leader promotes the success of every student by
understanding, responding to, and influencing the political, social, economic, legal and
cultural context.
Functions:
A. Advocate for children, families and caregivers
B. Act to influence local, district, state and national decisions affecting student
learning
C. Assess, analyze, and anticipate emerging trends and initiatives in order to adapt
leadership strategies
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APPENDIX B2
CALIFORNIA PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS FOR EDUCATIONAL LEADERS
(CPSEL)
Standard 1
A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by facilitating the development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship
of a vision of learning that is shared and supported by the school community.
 Facilitate the development of a shared vision for the achievement of all students
based upon data from multiple measures of student learning and relevant
qualitative indicators.
 Communicate the shared vision so the entire school community understands and
acts on the school’s mission to become a standards based education system.
 Use the influence of diversity to improve teaching and learning.
 Identify and address any barriers to accomplishing the vision.
 Shape school programs, plans, and activities to ensure that they are integrated,
articulated through the grades, and consistent with the vision.
 Leverage and marshal sufficient resources, including technology, to implement
and attain the vision for all students and all subgroups of students.
Standard 2
A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional
program conducive to student learning and staff professional growth.
 Shape a culture in which high expectations are the norm for each student as
evident in rigorous academic work.
 Promote equity, fairness, and respect among all members of the school
community.
 Facilitate the use of a variety of appropriate content-based learning materials and
learning strategies that recognize students as active learners, value reflection and
inquiry, emphasize the quality versus the amount of student application and
performance, and utilize appropriate and effective technology.
 Guide and support the long-term professional development of all staff consistent
with the ongoing effort to improve the learning of all students relative to the
content standards.
 Provide opportunities for all members of the school community to develop and
use skills in collaboration, distributed leadership, and shared responsibility.
 Create an accountability system grounded in standards-based teaching and
learning.
 Utilize multiple assessments to evaluate student learning in an ongoing process
focused on improving the academic performance of each student.
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Standard 3
A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by ensuring management of the organization, operations, and resources for a
safe, efficient, and effective learning environment.
 Sustain a safe, efficient, clean, well-maintained, and productive school
environment that nurtures student learning and supports the professional growth
of teachers and support staff.
 Utilize effective and nurturing practices in establishing student behavior
management systems.
 Establish school structures and processes that support student learning.
 Utilize effective systems management, organizational development, and problemsolving and decision-making techniques.
 Align fiscal, human, and material resources to support the learning of all
subgroups of students.
 Monitor and evaluate the program and staff.
 Manage legal and contractual agreements and records in ways that foster a
professional work environment and secure privacy and confidentiality for all
students and staff.
Standard 4
A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by collaborating with families and community members, responding to diverse
community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources.
 Recognize and respect the goals and aspirations of diverse family and community
groups.
 Treat diverse community stakeholder groups with fairness and respect.
 Incorporate information about family and community expectations into school
decision-making and activities.
 Strengthen the school through the establishment of community, business,
institutional, and civic partnerships.
 Communicate information about the school on a regular and predictable basis
through a variety of media.
 Support the equitable success of all students and all subgroups of students by
mobilizing and leveraging community support services.
Standard 5
A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by modeling a personal code of ethics and developing professional leadership
capacity.
 Model personal and professional ethics, integrity, justice, and fairness, and expect
the same behaviors from others.
 Protect the rights and confidentiality of students and staff.
 Use the influence of office to enhance the educational program, not personal gain.
 Make and communicate decisions based upon relevant data and research about
effective teaching and learning, leadership, management practices, and equity.
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Demonstrate knowledge of the standards-based curriculum and the ability to
integrate and articulate programs throughout the grades.
Demonstrate skills in decision-making, problem solving, change management,
planning, conflict management, and evaluation.
Reflect on personal leadership practices and recognize their impact and influence
on the performance of others.
Engage in professional and personal development.
Encourage and inspire others to higher levels of performance, commitment, and
motivation.
Sustain personal motivation, commitment, energy, and health by balancing
professional and personal responsibilities.

Standard 6
A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by understanding, responding to, and influencing the larger political, social,
economic, legal, and cultural context.
 Work with the governing board and district and local leaders to influence policies
that benefit students and support the improvement of teaching and learning.
 Influence and support public policies that ensure the equitable distribution of
resources and support for all subgroups of students.
 Ensure that the school operates consistently within the parameters of federal,
state, and local laws, policies, regulations, and statutory requirements.
 Generate support for the school by two-way communication with key decisionmakers in the school community.
 Collect and report accurate records of school performance.
 View oneself as a leader of a team and also as a member of a larger team.
 Open the school to the public and welcome and facilitate constructive
conversations about how to improve student learning and achievement.
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APPENDIX C
EVALUATION AND DOCUMENTATION
APPENDIX C1
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APPENDIX D
IRBPHS APPROVAL
August 1, 2011
Dear Ms. Viramontez:
The Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects (IRBPHS)
at the University of San Francisco (USF) has reviewed your request for human
subjects approval regarding your study.
Your application has been fully approved by the committee (IRBPHS #11-057). Please
note the following:
1. Approval expires twelve (12) months from the dated noted above. At that
time, if you are still in collecting data from human subjects, you must file
a renewal application.
2. Any modifications to the research protocol or changes in instrumentation
(including wording of items) must be communicated to the IRBPHS.
Re-submission of an application may be required at that time.
3. Any adverse reactions or complications on the part of participants must
be reported (in writing) to the IRBPHS within ten (10) working days.
If you have any questions, please contact the IRBPHS at (415) 422-6091.
On behalf of the IRBPHS committee, I wish you much success in your research.
Sincerely,
Terence Patterson, EdD, ABPP
Chair, Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects
-------------------------------------------------IRBPHS - University of San Francisco
Counseling Psychology Department
Education Building - Room 017
2130 Fulton Street
San Francisco, CA 94117-1080
(415) 422-6091 (Message)
(415) 422-5528 (Fax)
irbphs@usfca.edu

